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RECORD OF DECISION
SELECTED REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE

DECLARATION

ITE NAME AND LOCAT

Woodstock Municipal Landfill
Woodstock, Illinois

STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPQSE

This decision document represents the United States Environmental
Protection Agency's (U.S. EPA) selected remedial action for the
Woodstock Municipal Landfill (Woodstock) site located in
Woodstock, Illincis. This decision document was developed in
accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA), as amended by
the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA) ,
and to the extent practicable, with the National 0il and
Hazardous Substances Contingency Plan (NCP). This decision is
based on the Administrative Record for this site.

The State of Illinois is expected to concur with the selected
remedy.

ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous substances from the
site, if not addressed by implementing the response action
selected in this Record of Decision (ROD), may present an
imminent and substantial endangerment to public health, welfare,
or the environment.

DESCRIPTION OF THE REMEDY

This remedy is intended to be the final action for the site. The
remedy addresses all contaminated media and includes:
contaminated soil, sediment, and groundwater, landfilled wastes,
leachate generation and emission of landfill gases.

The major components of the selected remedy include:

* Excavation and consolidation of contaminated sediments
and sludges under the landfill cap;

* Installation and maintenance of a geosynthetic landfill
- cap in compliance with Illinois Administrative Code
(IAC) Title 35, Subtitle G, Chapter 1, Subchapter

i: Solid Waste and Special Waste Hauling, Part 811.314;

- Installation and maintenance of a landfill gas venting
system that is compatible with the type of cap



specified in this Record of Decision;

* Installation and operation of a groundwater extraction,
treatment, and discharge system;

* Development and implementation of a comprehensive
monitoring program to ensure the effectiveness of the
remedy;

* Mitigation of wetland areas where contaminated sediment

removal occurs;

* Mitigation of wetland damage or loss during or after
remedial activities are complete;

* Development and implementation of a surface water and
sedimentation control system;

* Implementation of institutional contrels to limit land
and groundwater use.

STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS

The selected remedy is protective of human health and the
environment, complies with Federal and State requirements that
are legally applicable or relevant and appropriate to the
remedial action, and is cost-effective. This remedy utilizes
permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies to the
maximum extent practicable and satisfies the statutory preference
for remedies which employ treatment that reduces toxicity,
mobility, or volume as a principal element.

Because this remedy may result in hazardous substances remaining
on-site above health-based levels, a review will be conducted at
least eyery five years after commencement of the remedial actiocn
to enspire that the remedy continues to provide adequate
proteﬂéjon of humgh health and the environment.

T s

Valdas V. Adamkus Date
Regional Admigistrator gion V
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ite nd Enfore nt Activiti

The landfill had a number of different owners between 1935,
when it was first used as a trash dump and open burning
area, and when it was covered and classified as closed by
the IEPA in October 1980. The current owner of the landfill
property is the City of Woodstock. Other properties which
are considered part of the site are under private ownership.

From approximately 1940 until leased to Woodstock in 1958,
the site was used as a leccal trash dump and open burning
area by William Gaulke. The site was used by the City under
a lease agreement with Mr. Gaulke as a household garbage and
municipal landfill from 1958 until its acquisition by the
Cicy in 1968. Following acquisition of the property, the
property was used for the disposal of household and
municipal solid waste and various industrial solid wastes
including waste paint and coating materials, plating wastes,
solvents, waste metals, inks and drummed material including
polychlorinated biphenyls. 1In addition, approximately 7200
cubic yards of sludge generated by Woodstock Die Casting
Inc., an Allied Signal subsidiary was also disposed of at
the landfill.

The IEPA filed a complaint against the City of Woodstock in
1972 regarding operation of the landfill. The Illinois
Pollution Control Board (IPCB) issued an opinion that
evidence substantiated charges of open dumping, liquid
deposition without approval, failure to follow set
guidelines, and operating without a permit. The City of
Woodstock was ordered to cease and desist all violations,
obtain the necessary permits, and was fined for its actions.
During this same time period, IEPA requested the
installation of a leachate collection system to address
releases from the landfill. However, no system was
installed and a waiver was granted by the IPCB based on the
City of Woodstock's stated intent to close the landfill in
the near future and because the leachate did not violate
surface water standards at the time. The City discontinued
disposal activities at the site in 1975 and closed the
landfill by covering it with fill material. Numerous
inspections were conducted at the site by IEPA from 1975-
1980. IEPA continually notified the city during this time
that the landfill was indeed no longer accepting waste and
was considered closed, but the final cover was deficient.
In 1980, the IEPA classified the site as closed and covered.
In 1983, the City was granted a permit from the IEPA to
landfarm municipal sewage sludge at the site. A second
permit was issued by the IEPA in July 1988, but sludge
application was discontinued prior to that date, so the
later permit has not been used.



ITT.

3

During a July 1988 sampling investigation by the Technical
Assistance Team (a4 USEPA contractor tasked to do site
investigations), residential wells located downgradient of
the landfill were sampled and found to contain arsenic,
selenium, and thallium in excess of the Safe Drinking Water
Act maximum drinking water levels. A subsequent sampling
investigation in December 1988 again detected these
substances in the same wells, but the concentrations did not
exceed the regulatory criteria.

Based on the results of U.S. EPA and IEPA investigations and
taking into account such factors as populations at risk, the
potential of hazardous substances being present, the
potential for contamination of drinking water supplies and
the potential destruction of sensitive ecosystems, the site
was proposed to be placed on the National Priorities List in
June 1988. The site was placed on the National Priorities
List in October 1989. A consent order to conduct an RI/FS
was agreed to by Allied Signal and the City of Woodstock in
September 1989.

hligh ) o mmuni 1ci ion

Compliance with the public participation requirements of
Section 113 (k) (2) (B) {i-v) of CERCLA/SARA, have been
achieved for the Woodstock site by:

- A press release was issued in June 1990 announcing
a public "Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study
(RI/FS) kick-off" meeting to be held to inform the
community as to U.S. EPA plans;

- The public "RI/FS kick-off" meeting was held in
June 1990, announcing the initiation of the RI/FS:;

- A fact sheet was developed and distributed in
conjunction with the June 1990 meeting;

- A site information repository was established at
the Woodstock Public Library to allow local access
to site-related documents;

- A fact sheet was sent to all persons or
organizations on the community relations mailing
list in October 1992 updating them on the progress
of the project;

- An Administrative Record has been compiled,
including the RI, Baseline Risk Assessment, FS,
and other documents, and has been placed in the
site information repository;



SUMMARY OF REMEDIAL ALTERNATIVE SELECTION
WOODSTOCK MUNICIPAL LANDFILL
WOODSTOCK, ILLINOIS

Site Name, Location and Description

The Woodstock Municipal Landfill site is located on the
south side of the city of Woodstock, Illinois, a
municipality with a population of approximately 14,350
residents. The site is located south of Davis Road,
southwest of the intersection of U.S. Route 14 and Illinois
Route 47 and is shown on Figure 1. The coordinates for the
site are northeast quarter of Section 17, Township 44 North,
Range 7 East (NE 1/4, Se 17, T44N, R7E).

The land surrounding the Woodstock site is a mixture of
residential, agricultural, wetlands, commercial, and light
industrial use. Land use immediately north of the site is
primarily residential and agricultural. Land use west of
the site is semiagricultural with much of the land currently
classified as a wetland. Wetlands are located adjacent to
the site on the east. Kishwaukee River runs south along the
southwestern perimeter of the site. The City of Woodstock
Wastewater Treatment Plant and additional wetlands are also
located south of the site.

The site geology consists of a complex sequence of
unconsolidated glacial deposits which are approximately 200
feet thick. These deposits have been divided into four
units; an upper sand and gravel aquifer, an intermediate
clay till member, a lower clay till member, and a sand unit
which overlies bedrock comprised of dolomite and shale. The
glacial and bedrock aquifers underlying the site are
considered to be Class I by the State of Illinois. Class I
aquifers include groundwater which is either currently being
used or has the potential to be used as a drinking water
source. Surface water runcff is generally to the west and
south and is confined by drainage to the wetlands and
subsequent infiltration or overland flow into Kishwaukee
River.

The nearest residents to the site are located approximately
500 feet north of the site. The nearest existing
residential well which may potentially be impacted by the
contaminated groundwater if further migration occurs is
located approximately 2500 feet southwest of the site,
Based on data collected during the remedial investigation,
groundwater contamination has not migrated to the local
residential wells used for drinking water. The majority of
the residents in the City of Woodstock are provided water
through a municipal water supply system. This system is not
considered to be threatened by the site.
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- A formal advertisement announcing the commencement
of the public comment period, the availability of
the proposed plan, and the time and place of the
public meeting was placed in the Northwest Herald
on April 7, 1993. The Herald is a major local
paper of general circulation;

- The Proposed Plan for remedial action was released
for public comment and placed into the
Administrative Record on April 9, 1993;

- A thirty (30) day comment period was established
and scheduled to end on May 10, 1993;

- A public meeting was held on April 28, 1993, at
the Woodstock Public Library at which U.S. EPA and
IEPA presented the Proposed Plan to the community
and received verbal comments. A transcript was
kept of the public meeting and was made available
to the public and placed in the Administrative
Record and site repositories;

- A fact sheet was developed and distributed in
conjunction with the April 28, 1993 meeting;

- U.S. EPA granted a thirty (30) day extension of
the public comment period on April 28, 1993,
extending the closing date to June 9, 1993;

- An advertisement was placed in the local newspaper
on May 12 and May 13, 1993, announcing the
extension of the public comment period to June 9,
1993;

- Three public availability meetings were held
on June 2, 1993 at the Woodstock Public Library
to address community concerns dealing with the
risks posed by the site as well as to answer
additional concerns with the proposed remedy:

- U.S. EPA has received oral and written comments
regarding the RI/FS, Baseline Risk Assessment, and
the Proposed Plan. Comments have been addressed
in the attached Responsiveness Summary.

IV. Scope and Role of the Selected Remedy

This ROD addresses remediation of the contaminated surface
soil, sediments, and groundwater and addresses leachate
which is being generated and is discharging from the
landfill. The contaminants found in these media represent
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the principal threat from the Woodstock site. The
generation of leachate presents a threat as a continuous
contaminant source to groundwater, surface water and to the
wetlands surrounding the site. In addition, a direct
contact threat exists from exposure to surface soils and
leachate. The primary purpose of this remedy is twofold; 1)
to restore the contaminated groundwater to an acceptable :
level that will allow for its unrestricted use and 2) to cap
the landfill, thereby minimizing the generation of leachate
and eliminating the risk posed by the surface soils and
gediments.

Summary of Site Characterigtics

The remedial investigation was conducted by the PRP's
contractor, Warzyn, and was initiated in July 19%0. The
investigation was completed in June 1992 when the Final
Remedial Investigation Report was issued. The remedial
investigation identified the types of contaminants that are
migrating from the landfill, and assessed the potential
impact of contaminant migration on human health and the
environment. The assessment of the landfill was
accomplished by conducting three phases of field work. The
purpose of phase I was to gather information on the general
nature of the site, such as the geology and hydrogeology,
and to identify and quantify the nature of any potential
impact at or surrounding the site. The purpose of phase II
was to complete the understanding of the site
characteristics. This included delineation of the extent to
which contamination was released from the site and the
interactions between groundwater, surface water and
leachate. The assessment was completed with the phase III
investigation which included test pit excavation, waste
sampling, additional soil sampling and further refinement of
the groundwater flow regime of the site. Figures 2 and 3
depict the locations of the various samples which were
collected during these phases of work. During the course of
these phases of fieldwork, data were obtained from sampling
residential wells, monitoring and leachate wells, surface
and subsurface sgoils, surface water and sediment.

The following is a brief overview of the nature and extent
of the contamination found during the investigation:

Landfill Gag Characterigtics
Gas samples were collected from leachate wells with the
highest rate of gas flow (LW-3 and LW-4). Volatile organic

compounds (VOCs) were detected and included Freon 114,
chloroethane, benzene, tcoluene, chlorobenzene, ethylbenzene,
4-ethyl toluene, 1,3,5-trimethylbenzene, 1,2,4-
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trimethylbenzene, and xylene. Concentrations of these
compounds ranged from 48 to 470 ppb.

Landfil h h cterigti

Two rounds of leachate samples were collected from each of
the five leachate wells. Analysis of these samples detected
the presence of VOCs including benzene, chlorobenzene, 1,2
dichloroethene, toluene, and xylene ranging in concentration
from 1 to 16 ppb. Naphthalene, a semi-volatile compound,
was also detected at concentrations ranging from 6 to 34
ppb. In addition, several tentatively identified VOCs and
semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs) were also identified
and ranged in concentration from 3-48 ppb. A number of
metals including arsenic, antimony, barium, beryllium,
cadmium, cobalt, copper, chromium, iron, lead, magnesium,
mercury, nickel, selenium, silver, vanadium, and zinc were
also detected and ranged in concentration from 1 ppb to 185
ppm. Metals which were detected that exceeded primary
drinking water standards include arsenic (ranged from 77-102
ppb with 50 ppb as the standard), barium (810-10, 800 ppb,
standard is 1000 ppb), chromium (86-1400 ppb, standard is 50
ppb), copper (4$7-3070, standard is 1300 ppb), lead (150-
18,000 ppb, standard is 15 ppb), mercury (2.2-3.9 ppb,
standard is 2 ppb), and nickel (1070-15,000 ppb, standard is
100 ppb). During the installation of the leachate wells, it
was noted that infiltration of water was causing a mounding
effect to occur, generating a large volume of leachate that
subsequently discharges from the landfill.

Surface Soil Characteristics

Surface soil samples were collected and were found to be
contaminated with numerous SVOCs, many of which were
tentatively identified but were classified as unknown.
SVOCs which were identified include phenanthrene, di-n-
butylphthalate,, fluoranthene, pyrene, butylbenzlphthalate,
benzo (a)anthracene, chrysene, benzo(a) pyrene,
benzo{g,h,i)perylene, benzo(b)fluoranthene,

benzo (k) fluoranthene, and 4-chloroaniline. Concentrations
of the known and tentatively identified SVOCs range from 43-
23000 ppb. In addition, numerous inorganic compounds were
also detected including arsenic, barium, cadmium, chromium,
copper, iron, lead, magnesium, manganese, mercury, nickel,
selenium, silver, and zinc. Concentrations of these
compounds range from 0.07-34000 ppm.

Waste Characteristics

Five test pits were excavated in areas identified as
possible drum disposal locations. One test pit yielded an
intact drum containing polychlorinated biphenols (PCBs),
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acetone, 4 methyl-2-pentanone, and toluene. In addition,

several crushed drum lids and/or drum fragments were also
discovered during this activity. Other test pits located
crushed drums which no longer contained waste product(s).

Groundwater Characteristics

A total of 17 monitoring wells were installed at the site
and each of these wells was sampled twice, with the
exception of MW-11, which was installed and sampled at the
end of the scheduled fieldwork. Inorganic contaminants were
detected including cyanide, lead, zinc, nickel, iron,
manganese, and magnesium. Concentrations of these
contaminants ranged from 3-1750 ppb. VOCs were also
detected including benzene, toluens:. chlorobenzene, 1,2
dichloroethene, and vinyl ¢:-_oride. Concentrations of VOCs
ranc=d from 2-21 ppb. Vinyl -hloride, which was detected in
the upper aquifer in monitoring wells MW-4D and MwW-8,
exceeded -he maximum contaminant level (MCL) of 2 ppb for
this contaminant. The vinyl chloride plume is shown on
Figure 4. In addition, secondary drinking water standards
were exceeded for iron, manganese, chloride, and total
dissolved solids.

W r Char igti

A total of four surface water samples were collected from
locations near the landfill in Kishwaukee River. Analysis of
these samples identified the presence of arsenic, barium,
copper, iron, lead, managanese, nickel and zinec.
Concentrations of these -~ntaminants vanged from ~.4-32,200
ppb. The levels of iro: :tected ir. these sampl exceeded
the ambient water qualit_  :riteria for this compcund.

Sediment Characteristics

Sediment samples collected from the surrounding wetlands and
Kishwaukee River contained one VOC, toluene, at
concentrations ranging from 7-92 ppb. 1In addition, arsenic,
barium, iron, lead, magnesium, manganese, mercury, vanadium,
selenium, copper, nickel, zinc, and chromium were also
detected ranging in concentration from 0.15-67000 ppm.

The data tables which identify the media that was sampled,
the contaminant (s} identified in that media, and the
respective concentrations have been attached as an appendix
to this document.
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The key conclusions which may be surmised from this data are
as follows:

Groundwater contamination was detected in the upper
aquifer immediately southwest and downgradient of the
landfill. The contaminant of concern, vinyl chloride,
was detected at concentrations that exceed the maximum
contaminant level of 2 ppb (e.g. the maximum
permissible level) for this compound.

Contamination was detected in leachate gas samples and
in leachate groundwater samples collected from wells on
the landfill. The contaminants included volatile
organics such as benzene, ethylbenzene, toluene and
xylene. In addition, inorganic contaminants such as
arsenic, barium, chromium, lead and mercury were also
detected in excess of regulatory criteria. Leachate is
also identified as the source of contamination that is
adversely affecting the groundwater, surface water and
sediments at the site.

Contamination was detected in surface soils, surface
water, and sediments at the site. These three media
were contaminated with a wide range of VOCs, SVOCs, and
inorganic compounds.

Leachate generation, 1f not controlled, will continue
to cause further releases to the impacted media and
surrounding wetlands and result in further adverse
environmental impacts. While the wetlands are
currently limiting the full impact of the landfill
releases to the environment through attenuation, the
capacity and capability of the wetlands to function in
such a manner is limited.

Summary of Site Risks

Risks to Human Health

A major goal of the RI was to assess potential risks to
public health and the environment if the Woodstock site is
not remediated. The assessment of impacts to human health
is called the Baseline Risk Assessment (BLRA). Using
information about what contaminants are present at the site,
as well as the concentrations, quantities, locations and
ability of the contaminants to migrate, a BLRA was developed
to determine what, if any, risks are posed by the site and
if remedial action is warranted.

Separate calculations are made for those compounds that can
cause cancer and for those that can have other health
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effects., For the compounds that can cause cancer
(carcinogens), risks are estimated as the additional
possibility of developing cancer due to exposure to the
compounds. For the non-cancer causing compounds
(noncarcinogens), a risk number called the hazard index (HI)
is calculated so that if the risk is less than or equal to
1, no adverse health effects would be expected. If the risk
is greater than 1, adverse health effects are possible.

The BLRA indicates that the site as it now exists, may pose
an unacceptable cancer risk (CR) of 5 x 10° or CR = 5 x 107)
to trespassers (children/adolescents playing on-site)
through exposure to surface soils. This exposure may occur
through ingestion or dermal contact with polyaromatic
hydrocarbons (PAHs) which are present in the contaminated
surface soil. An additional physical hazard is currently
posed to children by the debris piles and miscellaneous
debris located on the site.

The BLRA also identified unacceptable cancer and non-cancer
risks posed by the site under future land-use scenarios. As
mentioned above under the current land use conditiomns,
exposure to PAHs in the surface soil poses an unacceptable
level of cancer risk to trespassers. In addition, under the
potential future use scenario of the site being used as a
park or recycling center, consumption of leachate from an
on-site well was estimated to pose a potential non-cancer
(hazard index of 10 or HI = 10) and cancer (CR = 4 x 10%)
risk to these park users. The primary chemicals that posed
a non-cancer risk due to leachate consumption were cadmium,
cobalt, copper, lead, nickel and zinc. The primary
chemicals that posed a cancer risk were arsenic and
beryllium. Another potential health risk would also exist
if a well was placed in or near the area contaminated with
vinyl chloride. In this scenario, an unacceptable cancer
risk (CR = 1 x 107%) exists if groundwater contaminated with
vinyl chloride was consumed over a long exposure period by
the resident (s) drinking from a contaminated well. The
final scenario which was evaluated in the BLRA was use of
the landfill itself for residential structures. Under this
scenario, an unacceptable cancer risk (CR = 5 x 10?) and
non-cancer risk (HI = 100) is posed by using the leachate as
a groundwater source, inhalation of volatile organic
compounds, surface soil exposure and consumption of home
grown vegetables.

-

ENVIRONMENTAL RISKS

The purpose of the ecological assessment is to identify
contaminants of potential ecclogical concern associated with
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the site and their effects on plant or animal species of
concern. The ecological features of the site are shown on
Figure 5. The assessment conducted for the Woodstock site
has determined that copper, mercury, and zinc concentrations
in the surface soils at the site may adversely affect small
terrestrial mammal populations. Exposure of aguatic species
to iron which was detected in exceedance of regulatory
criteria also poses a potential risk. No conclusions could
be reached as to whether past ecological effects have
occurred due to the presence of other inorganic contaminants
in surface water and sediments at the site due to the lack
of biota sampling or biological assays. Additional
ecological assessments will be conducted by the Natural
Resources Trustee/U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service at the
site.

SUMMARY

Actual and threatened releases of hazardous substances are
occurring from this site. The source of the risks originate
from the contaminants within and emanating from the landfill
through releases to groundwater, surface water, sediments,
soils, and air. If not addressed, these releases may present
an imminent and substantial endangerment to public health,
welfare or the environment. Thus, it is necessary that
corrective and mitigative action be taken to address the
threats posed by the actual or threatened releases.

Descripticon of Alternativ

Based on the results of the RI, a list of alternatives was
assembled to address the site rémedial action objectives and
ensure compliance with the requirements of the NCP. These
alternatives are presented in the Feasibility Study prepared
for the site. The following remedial alternatives were
developed and are briefly described below.

ALTERNATIVE 1 NO ACTION

CERCLA requires that the "No Action" alternative be
evaluated at every site to establish a baseline against
which all other alternatives are compared. Under this
alternative, no remedial actions would take place and the
gsite would remain in its present condition.

Capital cost: O

Annual maintenance and monitoring cost: $10,000
Estimated present net worth: $37,000

Estimated time to implement: None
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Note: The 510,000 maintenance and monitoring cost is not an
annual cost, but reflects the cost of reviewing site
conditions on a five year basis.

ALTERNATIVE 2 ACCESS RESTRICTIONS, INSTITUTIONAL
CONTROLS AND MONITORING

The purpose of Alternative 2 is to control access to the
site, and to monitor the groundwater and existing landfil.
cover. The major elements of this alternative include:

A Institutional controls
> Fencing
» Monitoring

Institutional controls would include land use restriction
and deed restrictions to preclude groundwater usage.

A chain-link fence would be installed and maintained around
the perimeter of the site. The purpose of the fence would
be to control access to the site, and thus, limit exposure
to the surface soils on-site. Erosion control measures
would be taken during fence construction to protect the
adjacent wetlands.

The primary objectives of monitoring would be to monitor
groundwater guality, wetlands water quality, and the
condition of the existing landfill cover. Groundwater
sampling and analysis would be conducted on a periodic
basis. Visual inspections of the cover and monitoring for
differential settlement would also be performed. The
frequency of all sampling activities or inspections will be
determined by the USEPA and IEPA (the "Agencies") during
Remedial Design.

Capital cost: $124,000

Annual maintenance and monitoring cost: $25,000
Estimated present net worth: $614,000
Estimated time to implement: 1 month

ALTERNATIVE 3 - ACCESS RESTRICTIONS, INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS,
GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION SYSTEM, AND MONITORING

The purpose of Alternative 3 is to control access to the .
site, contain and treat the contaminated groundwater, and
monitor the groundwater and existing landfill cover. The
major elements of this alternative are:

* Institutional controls
* Fencing
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* Monitoring
* Groundwater extraction, treatment, and discharge

Institutional controls would include land use restrictions
and deed restrictions to preclude groundwater usage.

A chain-link fence would be installed and maintained around
the perimeter of the site. The purpose of the fence would
be to control access to the site, and thus, limit exposure
to the surface soils on-site. Erosion control measures
would be taken during fence construction to protect the
adjacent wetlands.

The objectives of monitoring would be to assess the
following: treatment system efficiency, groundwater and
wetland quality, and the condition of the existing landfill
cover. Groundwater and treatment system sampling and
analyses would be conducted on a periodic basis. The
landfill cover would also be periodically inspected visually
and monitored for differential settlement. The frequency of
all sampling activities and inspections will be determined
by the Agencies during Remedial Design.

The groundwater extraction system would consist of
installing groundwater extraction wells in the area of vinyl
chloride contamination. Groundwater would then be pumped
from the extraction system to the publicly owned treatment
works (POTW). On-site treatment will be required only if
pretreatment standards are exceeded during this action.

Capital cost: $576,000

Annual maintenance and monitoring cost: $101,000
Estimated present net worth: $1,414,000
Estimated time to implement: & months

ALTERNATIVE 4 - INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS, RECONSTRUCT EXISTING
COVER, AND MONITORING

The purpose of Alternative 4 is to minimize infiltration,
promote surface water runoff, eliminate leachate seeps, and
isolate the contaminants of concern. The major elements of
this alternative include:

* Institutional controls
* Monitoring
- Cover reconstruction

Institutional controls would include land use restrictions
and deed restrictions to preclude groundwater usage.

Periodic monitoring would be conducted to evaluate the
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condition of the reconstructed landfill cover, the
sedimentation basin and wetlands water quality, and
groundwater quality. The reconstructed cover would be
monitored periodically for differential settlement. The
frequency of all sampling activities and inspections will be
determined by the Agencies during Remedial Design.

The landfill cover would be reconstructed by removing
existing trees and brush on the landfill, sealing leachate
seeps, regrading the site, locating a suitable borrow site
for fill material, importing f£ill material as necessary,
placing this £fill on top of the existing surface soils, and
vegetating the new cover. A minimum cover thickness of 2
ft. would be established over the entire landfill. 1In areas
where sewage s.udge has been deposited on the landfill, a
minimum of 6 ia. of new soil will be placed, regardless of
the depth of existing cover soils. The reconstructed cover
would also be sloped by filling and regrading to promote
surface water drainage from the landfill area. The
reconstructed cover would extend to the edge of the landfill
and would avoid the adjacent wetlands. The trees and brush
removed from the landfill would be appropriately disposed
of, as approved by the Agencies. Erosion control measures
would be taken to protect the perimeter wetlands. A surface
water control system would also be part of this remedy.

Capital cost: $4,418,000

Annual maintenance and monitoring cost: $69,000
Estimated present net worth: $5,770,000
Estimated time to implement: 6 months

ALTERNATIVE 5 - INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS, RECONSTRUCT EXISTING
COVER, GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION SYSTEM, AND MONITORING

The major elements of Alternative 5 are the same as
Alternative 4 with remediation of contaminated groundwater
included. These elements would therefore include:

Institutional controls

Monitoring

Cover reconstruction

Groundwater extraction, treatment, and discharge

[ IR BN B J

The first three elements of this alternative were discussed
in Alternative 4. The fourth element, the groundwater
extraction system, would consist of installing groundwater
extraction wells in the area of vinyl chloride
contamination. Groundwater would then be pumped from the
extraction system to an on-site treatment facility if the
POTW pretreatment standards were exceeded during this



14

action.

Capital cost: $4,860,000

Annual maintenance and monitoring cost: $129, 000
Estimated present net worth: $6,490,000
Estimated time to implement: 6 months

ALTERNATIVE 6 - INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS, CONSTRUCT
GEOSYNTHETIC CLAY CAP, AND MONITORING

The purpose of Alternative 6 is to minimize infiltratioen,
promote surface water runoff, eliminate leachate seeps, and
isolate the contaminants of concern. The major elements of
this alternative include:

* Institutional controls
- Monitoring
* Geosynthetic clay cap

Institutional controls would include land use restrictions
and deed restrictions to preclude groundwater usage,

The primary objectives of monitoring would be to monitor
sedimentation basin and wetlands water quality, groundwater
quality, and the condition of the landfill cap. Periodic
groundwater sampling and analysis would be performed.
Regular visual inspections would be conducted to evaluate
the integrity of the landfill cap, and to check for erosion
and differential settlement.

The landfill cap would be constructed as specified in 35 IAC
811.314. Generally, this includes removing the existing
trees and brush, regrading the surface, sealing the leachate
seeps, placement of a geosynthetic liner with a bentonite
component, placement of a drainage layer, a rooting zone
layer, and topsoil. The cap would then be revegetated.

The geosynthetic clay layer would have a permeability
comparable to 3 ft. of compacted clay (1 x 107 cm/s). The
geosynthetic clay cap would extend to the edge of the
landfill and would avoid the adjacent wetlands. The trees
and brush removed from the landfill would be appropriately
disposed of, as approved by the Agencies. The drainage
layer will be designed so as to route landfill gases to a
venting system. Erosion control measures would be taken to
protect the perimeter wetlands. A surface water control
system will be designed appropriate to the final grade such
that it will limit erosion of the landfill cover from sheet
flow, will not cause degradation of adjacent wetlands, meet
local stormwater retention requirements, and allow for the
monitoring of surface water runoff at distinct discharge



15
points.

Capital cost: $6,612,000

Annual maintenance and monitoring cost: $69, 000
Estimated present net worth: $7,964,000
Estimated time to implement: 6 months

ALTERNATIVE 7 - INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS, CONSTRUCT
GEOSYNTHETIC CLAY CAP, GROUNDWATER EXTRACTION SYSTEM, AND
MONITORING

The major elements of Alternative 7 are the same as those in
Alternative 6 with remediation of contaminated groundwater
included. These elements would therefore include:

Institutional controls

Monitoring

Geosynthetic clay cap

Groundwater extraction, treatment, and discharge

L I B B

The first three elements of this alternative wers discussed
in Alternative 6. The fourth element, the groundwater
extraction system, would consist of installing groundwater
extraction wells in the area of vinyl chloride
contamination. Groundwater would then be pumped from the
extraction system to the POTW. On-site treatment will be
required only if pretreatment standards are exceeded during
this action.

Capital cost: $7,054,000

Annual maintenance and monitoring cost: $129,000
Estimated present net worth: $8,681,000
Estimated time to implement: 6 months

ALTERNATIVE 8 - INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS, CONSTRUCT RCRA
SUBTITLE D (i.e., SOLID WASTE-TYPE) CAP, AND MONITORING

The purpose of Alternative 8 is to minimize infiltration,
promote surface water runoff, eliminate leachate seeps, and
isolate the contaminants of concern. The major elements of
this remedy include:

* Institutional controls
* Monitoring
* Solid waste-type cap

Institutional controls would include land use regtrictions
and deed restrictions to preclude groundwater usage.
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The primary objectives of monitoring would be to monitor
sedimentation basin and wetlands water quality, groundwater
quality, and the condition of the landfill cap. Periodic
groundwater sampling and analysis would be performed.
Regular visual inspections would be conducted to evaluate
the integrity of the landfill cap, and check for erosion and
differential settlement.

Cap construction would involve the construction of a RCRA
Subtitle D solid waste-type cap which would seal the
leachate seeps, limit infiltration, and promote surface
water drainage from the landfill area. Construction would
begin with removal of the trees and brush on the landfill.
The trees and brush removed would be appropriately disposed
of, as approved by the Agencies. A borrow site would be
located for fill materials, of which a clay source will be
of primary importance. Fill material would be imported to
provide grades suitable for positive drainage. The
constructed cap would generally consist of a low
permeability clay layer placed to a compacted thickness of 3
ft. A 2.5 ft. protective soil cover may be placed above the
clay. A 6 in. organic topsoil layer may then be placed and
vegetated.

Capital cost: $9,204,000

Annual maintenance and monitoring cost: $69,000
Estimated present net worth: $9,854,000
Estimated time to implement: 9 months

ALTERNATIVE 9 - INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS, CONSTRUCT RCRA
SUBTITLE D (i.e., SOLID WASTE-TYPE) CAP, GROUNDWATER
EXTRACTION SYSTEM, AND MONITORING

The major elements of Alternative 9 are the same as
Alternative 8 with remediation of contaminated groundwater
included. These elements would therefore include:

Institutional controls

Monitoring

Solid waste-type cap

Groundwater extraction, treatment, and discharge

t 8 & %

The first three elements of this alternative were discussed
in Alternative 8. The fourth element, the groundwater
extraction system, would consist of 1nsta111ng groundwater
extraction wells in the area of vinyl chloride
contamination. Groundwater would then be pumped from the
extraction system to the POTW. On-site treatment will be
required only if pretreatment standards are exceeded during
this action.
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Capital cost: $9,646,000

Annual maintenance and monitoring cost: $129,000
Estimated present net worth: $11,273,000
Estimated time to implement: 9 months

ALTERNATIVE 10 - INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS, CONSTRUCT RCRA
SUBTITLE C (i.e., HAZARDOUS WASTE-TYPE) CAP, AND MONITORING

The purpose of Alternative 10 is to minimize infiltration,

promote surface water runoff, eliminate leachate Seeps and

isolate the contaminants of concern. The major elements of
this remedy include:

* Institutional controls
* Monitoring
* Hazardous waste-type cap

Institutional controls would include land use restrictions
and deed restrictions to preclude groundwater usage.

The primary objectives of monitoring would be to monitor
sedimentation basin and wetlands water quality, groundwater
quality, and the condition of the landfill cap. Groundwater
sampling and analysis would be done on a periodic basis.
Periodic visual inspection of the landfill cap and
monitoring for differential settlement would also be
performed.

Cap construction would involve the construction of a RCRA
Subtitle C hazardous waste-type cap which would seal the
leachate seeps, limit infiltration, and promete surface
water drainage from the landfill area. Construction of the
landfill cap would begin with removal of the trees and brush
on the landfill. The trees and brush removed would be
appropriately disposed of, as approved by the Agencies. A
borrow site would be located for f£ill materials, of which a
clay source will be of primary importance. Fill material
would be imported to provide grades suitable for positive
drainage. The RCRA Subtitle C cap would generally include
the following components: a 2 ft. thick compacted clay
layer, a 40 ml. high density polyethylene flexible membrarne
liner, a 1 ft. thick drainage layer, an 18 in. rooting zone,
a 6 in. topsoil layer, and a vegetative cover.

Capital cost: $12,244,000

Annual maintenance and monitoring cost: $69,000
Estimated net worth: $13,596,000

Estimated time to implement: 1 year



VIII.

18

ALTERNATIVE 11 - INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS, CONSTRUCT RCRA
SUBTITLE C (i.e., HAZARDQOUS WASTE-TYPE) CAP, GROUNDWATER
EXTRACTION SYSTEM, AND MONITORING

The major elements of Alternative 11 are the same as
Alternative 10 with remediation of contaminated groundwater
included. These elements would therefore include:

Institutional controls

Monitoring

Hazardous waste-type cap

Groundwater extraction, treatment and discharge

L I N

The first three elements of this alternative were discussed
in Alternative 10. The fourth element, the groundwater
extraction system, would consist of installing groundwater
extraction wells in the area of vinyl chloride
contamination, Groundwater would then be pumped from the
extraction system to the POTW. On-site treatment would be
required only if pretreatment standards were exceeded during
this action.

Capital cost: $12,686,000

Annual maintenance and monitoring cost: $129,000
Estimated present net worth: $14,313,000
Estimated time to implement: 1 year

Evaluation of Alternatives

The NCP requires that the alternatives be evaluated against
nine evaluation criteria. This section summarizes the
relative performance of the alternatives by highlighting the
key differences among the alternatives in relation to these
criteria. The nine evaluation criteria are categorized as:
(1) Threshold Criteria; (2) Primary Balancing Criteria; and
(3) Modifying Criteria. Each of these terms is described as
follows:

o h riteri

- l) Overall protection of human health and the
environment addresses whether a remedy :
provides adequate protection of human health
and the environment and describes how risks
posed through each exposure pathway are
eliminated, reduced or controlled through
treatment and engineering controls. The
selected remedy must meet this criteria.

- 2) Compliance with applicable or relevant and
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appropriate requirements (ARARs) addresses
whether a remedy will meet federal and state
environmental laws or justifies a waiver from
such requirements. The selected remedy must
meet this criteria or waiver of the ARAR must
be obtained.

Pri lancin riteri

3) Long-term effectiveness and permanence
refers to expected residual risk and the
ability of a remedy to maintain reliable
protection of human health and the
environment over time, once cleanup goals
have been met.

4) Reduction of toxicity, mobility, and
volume through treatment is the anticipated
performance of the treatment technologies a
remedy may employ.

5) Short-term effectiveness addresses the
period of time needed to achieve protection
and any adverse impacts on human health and
the environment that may be posed, until
cleanup goals are achieved.

6) Implementability is the technical and
administrative feasibility of a remedy,
including the availability of materials and
services needed to implement a particular
option.

7) Cost includes estimated capital and
operation and maintenance (0&M) costs, also
expressed as net present-worth cost.

Modifying Criteria

8) Support Agency (IEPA) acceptance reflects
aspects of the preferred alternative and
other alternatives the IEPA favor or object
to, and any specific comments regarding
federal and state ARARsS or the proposed use
of waivers. :

9) Community acceptance summarizes the
public's general response to the alternatives
described in the proposed plan and in the
RI/FS, based on public comments received.
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A detailed discussion of all the alternatives, including the
"No Action" alternative, has been provided in the FS. This
evaluation also includes an evaluation against the nine
criteria. The NCP requires that the "No Action” alternative
be evaluated to establish a baseline against which all other
alternatives are measured. A summary af the avaliariian
discussion is provided below.

rall Protection of EH n H th and the Environment

Based upon the detailed analysis, it was concluded that
Alternatives 1 through 5 would not satisfy the criterion of
ensuring the overall protection of human health and the
environment. The baseline risk assessment has documented
unacceptable risks present at the site and these
alternatives do not meet the criterion either because no
remedial action would be taken (Alternative 1) or the
remedial actions specified would not adequately address the
present and future risks posed by the site, or adequately
prevent further leachate generation and releases of
contaminants to the environment.

The remaining Alternatives, 6 through 11, would be
protective of human health and the environment in regards to
exposure to surface soils. The differences in cap design
among these alternatives is a function of their complexity
and would not result in increased protectiveness from
surface soil exposure. However, the increased cap
complexity would affect leachate generation with the cap
specified in Alternatives 10 and 11 yielding the least
amount of leachate generation. The surface water seeps
which are a result of leachate generation are expected to be
eliminated through placement of a cap on the landfill. The
caps for Alternatives é through $ would permit slightly
greater infiltration rates than the caps for Alternatives 10
and 11. This would result in slightly greater leachate
generation than that provided by Alternatives 10 and 11.

The caps proposed may have the undesirable effect of
trapping gas inside the landfill, resulting in a potential
increase in lateral migration of landfill gas. This will be
remedied through placement of a venting system in the
landfill.

Alternatives 6, 8, and 10 would not be protective of human
health and the environment with respect to groundwater in
that no remedial activities are proposed in these
alternatives to address this potential or actual rigk to
human health and the environment.
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Compliance With ARARS

Only Alternative 7 would comply with all chemical, action,
and location specific ARARs associated with the site. More
specifically, Alternatives 1 through 5 would not comply with
the action-specific or chemical-specific ARARs which reguire
landfill capping (TAC 811) and remediation of the
contaminated groundwater (40 CFR 141 and 35 IAC 620.410).
Alternatives 6, 8, and 10 would not comply with chemical-
specific ARARs since these alternatives do not require
remediation of the contaminated groundwater. Alternatives 9
and 11 would not meet the location-specific ARAR (40CFR &)
since these alternatives would result in the loss of
wetlands due to cap placement and other remedial
alternatives exist which would not require mitigating the
loss of these wetlands. If an alternative were chosen that
results in a loss of wetlands, mitigating the loss of those
wetlands generally requires replacement on a 2 to 1 ratio.

A listing of all ARARs associated with each alternative can
be found in Table 11 of the FS.

Long-term Effectiveness and Permanence

Capping the landfill would contain the surface soils,
sediments, sludges and wastes effectively. A cap would
permanently reduce infiltration into the landfill therefore
reducing leachate generation to the maximum extent
practicable. Alternatives 10 and 11 would provide the most
effective infiltration reduction option of all the
alternatives. However, since the waste mass is in contact
with groundwater, the more effective infiltration reduction
achieved by Alternatives 10 and 11 is not considered to be
significant in comparison to either of the caps specified in
Alternatives 6 and 7 or 8 and 2. All the capping
alternatives (4 through 11) would eliminate human exposure
to the contaminated surface soils and would also minimize
the ecological risks posed by this media with Alternatives
10 and 11 being most protective due to the thickness of the
cap.

The alternatives addressing groundwater extraction (3, 5, 7,
9, and 11) would be effective in preventing further
migration of the vinyl chloride and would ultimately
eliminate the threat posed by this media through extraction
and treatment.

Reduction of Toxicity, Mobility or Volume

None of the alternatives would reduce toxicity or volume of
the in-sizu landfill wastes. Alternatives 1 through 3 would
only require monitoring and inst_tutional controls.
Alternatives 4 through 11 are containment alternatives and
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would also not reduce the toxicity and volume of in-situ
wastes. However, the capping alternatives would reduce the
volume of leachate being produced by minimizing
infiltration. This would also reduce the mobility of the
contaminants. Alternatives 5, 7, 9, and 11 would reduce the
toxicity, mobility and volume of contaminants in the
groundwater through an active groundwater extraction system.

Short-term Effectiveness

Alternatives 5, 7, 9, and 11 would result in compliance with
groundwater standards through extraction of the contaminated
groundwater and treatment at the POTW. A higher level of
risk is associated with these alternatives due to the
potential dewatering of the wetlands. Design of the system
must preclude this from occurring. In addition, erosion
controls, drainage swales, and sedimentation basins are
necessary to protect the wetlands during construction as
well as after construction is complete. Remediation
activities would also result in increased risk of injury due
to increased truck traffic on other related construction
activities. The increase in dust generation must also be
mir.mized through dust control measures or the use of
personal protective equipment by workers. It is expected
that the duration of capping activities specified in
Alternatives 4 through 11 will not exceed one year.
Remediation of the contaminated groundwater as called for in
Alternatives 3, 5, 7, 9, and 11 is not expected to exceed
five years.

Implementability

All the alternatives are readily implementable. The capping
alternatives and those alternatives specifying groundwater
extraction have been proven to be an effective technology in
remediating similar threats on other sites. Technologies
for constructing a groundwater extraction system are
relatively easy to implement, well developed, and are
reliable. If treatment is required before discharge, the
technologies for treatment are proven and readily
implementable.

Cost

The costs for the eleven identified alternatives range from
$37,000 (Alternative 1) up to $14,313,000 (Alternative 11)
in terms of present net worth. The capital costs range from
$0 (Alternative 1) up to $12,686,000 (Alternative 11). The
following summary table lists each alternative and the
associated costs:
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ALTERNATIVE

Capital

COSTS
o&M

PNW

No Action

$0

$10,000

$37,000

Access Restrictions and
Monitoring

$124,000

$25,000

$614,000

Access Restrictions,
Groundwater Extraction
System, and Monitoring

$576,000

$101,000

$1,414,000

Access Restrictions,
Reconstruct Existing Cover,
and Monitoring

$83,935,000

$69,000

$85,287,000

Access Restrictions,
Reconstruct Existing Cover,
Groundwater Extraction
System, and Monitoring

$4,378,000

$129,000

$6,005,000

Access Restrictions,
Construct Geosynthetic Clay
Cover, and Monitoring

$6,612,000

$69,000

$7,964,000

Access Restrictions,
Construct Geosynthetic Clay
Cover, Groundwater
Extraction System, and
Monitoring

$7,054,000

$12%,000

$8,681,000

Access Restrictions,
Construct RCRA Subtitle D
(i.e., solid waste-type)
Cover, and Monitoring

$9,204,000

$69,000

$9,854,000

Access Restrictions,
Construct RCRA Subtitle D
(i.e., solid waste-type)
Cover, Groundwater
Extraction System, and
Monitoring

EH

$9,646,000

$129,000

$11,273,000

10.

Access Restrictions,
Construct RCRA Subtitle C
(i.e., hazardous waste-type)
Cover, and Monitoring

$12,244,000

$69,000

$13,596,000
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ALTERNATIVE COSTS
Capital o&M PNW

Access Restrictions,
Construct RCRA Subtitle C
(i.e., hazardous waste-type)
Cover, Groundwater
Extraction System, and
Monitoring $12,686,000 $129,000 514,313,000

Sta AC tanc

The State of Illinois, through IEPA, is expected to concur
with the U.S. EPA's recommendation of Alternative 7 as the
preferred alternative for the Woodstock site.

Community Acceptance

A summary of both written and verbal comments received by
the U.S. EPA during the public comment period has been
attached as Appendix II. Generally, the remedy was highly
controversial due to the potential local tax implications
associated with implementing the remedy. As is reflected in
the attached summary, there was one faction of residents who
strongly supported the proposed remedy and another faction
in opposition.

IX. Description of Selected Remedy

The U.S. EPA and IEPA have conducted an analysis of the
potential remedies and have selected Alternative 7 as the
remedy for the Woodstock site.

The purpose of Alternative 7 is to minimize infiltration,
promote surface water runoff, eliminate leachate seeps,
igolate the waste, and remediate the contaminated
groundwater. The major elements of this alternative

include:
* Instituticnal controls
* Monitoring
* Geosynthetic clay cover
* Groundwater extraction, treatment, and discharge

Institutional controls will include land use restrictions to
prevent future development of the site and adjoining
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property and to preclude construction of any structure which
may be detrimental to the remedy. Deed restrictions are
already in place at the site which preclude groundwater
usage and would be amended and expanded, as necessary, to
the satisfaction of the Agencies to prohibit the
installation of water supply wells on property which could
potentially be impacted by vinyl chloride contamination.

The primary objectives of monitoring will be to monitor
sedimentation basin and wetlands water quality, groundwater
quality, and the condition of the landfill cover. Periodic
groundwater sampling and analysis will be performed.
Regular visual inspections will be conducted to evaluate the
integrity of the landfill cover, and check for erosion and
differential settlement. Long term maintenance will be
conducted to assure that the components of this remedy
remain effective. The frequency of all sampling activities
and inspections will be determined by the Agencies during
Remedial Design.

The landfill cap would be constructed as specified in 35 IAC
811.314. Generally, this includes removing the existing
trees and brush on the landfill, placement of the
contaminated soils and sediments on the landfill surface,
regrading the surface using existing on-site soils and at
least 6 inches of supplemental granular soils to achieve and
maintain positive drainage, sealing the leachate seeps,
placement of a geosynthetic membrane which will include a
bentonite layer, placement of a drainage layer, a rooting
zone layer, and topsoil. The cap would then be revegetated.
During the design of the remedy, the potential use of native
vegetation will be investigated in conjunction with the Soil
Conservation Service. The final cap design and vegetative
cover will then be selected at the completion of this
process. The barrier layer will have a permeability equal
or superior to 3 feet of compacted clay at 1x107 cm/s. The
geosynthetic clay cap will extend to the edge of the
landfill and will avoid the adjacent wetlands. Trees and
brush removed from the landfill would be appropriately
disposed of. The grading layer will be designed so as to
route landfill gases to a venting system. Perimeter side
slopes are to be regraded to allow for no impact to the
wetlands and accommodate the design requirements of the
landfill cap. Erosion control measures would be taken to
protect the perimeter wetlands. A surface water control
system will be designed appropriate to the final grade such
that it will limit erosion of the landfill cover from sheet
flow, will not cause degradation of adjacent wetlands, meet
local stormwater retention requirements, and allow for the
monitoring of surface water runoff at distinct discharge
points. The precise design of the cap components and
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associated engineering or environmental requirements will be
reviewed and approved by the Agencies during Remedial
Design.

The groundwater extraction system will consist of installing
groundwater extraction wells in the area of vinyl chloride
contamination. Groundwater would be pumped from the
extraction system to an on-site treatment facility if the
POTW pretreatment standards were exceeded. The goal of this
remedial action is to restore ground water to its beneficial
use, which is, at this site, a drinking water resource.
Therefore, remediation will continue until such.time that
the MCL (and equivalent state standard) of 2 ppb is
attained. Based on information obtained during the remedial
investigation and on a careful analysis of all remedial
alternatives, U.S. EPA and IEPA believe that the selected
remedy will achieve this goal. However, it may become
apparent, during design, implementation or operation of the
ground water extraction system and its modifications, that
contaminant levels have ceased to decline and are remaining
constant at levels higher than the remediation goal over
some portion of the plume or that a more effective
technology may be warranted. In such a case, the system
performance standards and/or the remedy may be evaluated and
changes to the system or a different technology may be
required which would allow the Agencies to achieve ARARs.

The selected remedy will include ground water extraction
during which the system's performance will be carefully
monitored on a regular basis, as determined by the Agencies,
and adjusted as warranted by the performance data collected
during operation. Modifications may include any or all of
the following:

o Discontinuing pumping at individual wells where cleanup
goals have been attained;

o Alternating pumping at wells to eliminate stagnation
points;

o Pulse pumping to allow aquifer equilibration and to
allow adsorbed contaminants to partition into ground
water; .

o Installing additional extraction wells to facilitate or

accelerate cleanup of the contaminant plume.

To ensure that cleanup levels are maintained and that the
cap prevents all further releases from occurring, the site
will be monitored on a fregquency as required by the
Agencies. If further releases do occur, the Agencies may
require that further remedial actions are undertaken to
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eliminate these releases.

The sediments that contain levels of contamination that
exceed background levels will be excavated and placed under
the new landfill cover. The wetlands areas from which these
sediments are removed must then be restored to their
original conditions. Excavation and consolidation of these
sediments under the cap will reduce the exposure potential
to humans or wildlife to this contaminated media.

Statutory Determinationsg

The selected remedy must satisfy the requirements of Section
121 of CERCLA to:

A. Protect human health and the environment;

B. Comply with ARARS;

C. Be cost-effective;

D. Utilize permanent solutions and alternate
treatment technologies to the maximum extent
practicable; and

E. Satisfy the preference for treatment as a

principle element of the remedy.

The implementation of the selected remedy at the Woodstock
site satisfies the requirements of CERCLA as detailed below:

A, Protection of Human Health and the Environment

Implementation of the selected remedy will reduce and
control potential risks to human health posed by exposure to
contaminated ground water, soil, landfill waste, surface
water, and sediments. The selected remedy will reduce
potential exposure to contaminated groundwater and surface
soils to within acceptable an acceptable risk range. The
contaminated groundwater will be remediated until the MCL of
2 ppb is reached. The selected remedy also protects the
environment from the potential risks posed by contaminants
discharging to ground water, Kishwaukee River, surrounding
soils, sediments, and wetlands.

Institutional controls will be implemented to protect
against drinking of contaminated ground water at the site’
and prohibit construction which could be detrimental to the
remedy.

Capping the landfill, in addition to reducing the potential
risk posed by exposure to landfill contaminants, will reduce
precipitation infiltration through the cap thereby reducing
leachate generation. Ground water contaminant loading,
leachate generation, and seepage into the wetlands would
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then be reduced or eliminated.

Gas venting will reduce potential risks due to the landfill
gases.

Excavation and consolidation of contaminated sediments under
the landfill cap will reduce the exposure potential to
humans or wildlife posed by these sediments.

No unacceptable short-term risks will be caused by
implementation of the remedy. However, the nearby
community, and site workers, may be exposed to noise and
dust nuisances during construction. Standard safety
measures should manage any short-term risks. Dust control
measures would mitigate risks as well. Mitigative measures,
as specified during design, will be taken to prevent and
address adverse environmental impacts.

B. Compliance with ARARs

With respect to any hazardous substances, pollutants or
contaminants that will remain on-site, CERCLA (§ 121 (2)

(A)) requires the U.S. EPA to select a remedial action which
complies with legally applicable or relevant and appropriate
standards, requirements, criteria or limitations (ARARS).
The selected remedy will comply with Federal ARARs or State
ARARs where State ARARs are more stringent, as determined by
U.S. EPA. The remedy will be implemented in compliance with
applicable provisions of CERCLA and the NCP.

1. Chemical -Specific ARARs

Chemical-specific ARARs regulate the release to the
environment of specific substances having certain chemical
characteristics. Chemical-specific ARARs typically define
the extent of cleanup at a site.

a. Sojlg/Sediments

There are no chemical-specific standards established for
soils and sediments.

b. Ground Water
i). Federal ARARs

Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs), Maximum Contaminant Level
Goals (MCLGs), and Secondary Maximum Contaminant Levels
(SMCLs)} are ARARsS for the site.
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ii). State ARARs

The State of Illinois is authorized to administer the
implementation of the Federal SDWA. The State also has
ground water quality standards promulgated under Title 35,
Subtitle F, Chapter I, Part 620. According to the State of
Illinois' classification system, the aquifer underlying the
site is Class I potable resource groundwater. Class T
groundwgter quality standards listed under 620.410 are ARARs
for the ground water at the Woodstock site.

In the event that discharge of the contaminated groundwater
to the POTW is not acceptable without on-site treatment, IAC
35, Part 218 would then be an ARAR for the site.

C. rf W r
i). PFederal ARARS

Federal water quality criteria (WQC) are guidelines that set
pollutant concentration limits to protect surface waters
that are applicable to point source discharges, such as from
industrial or municipal wastewater streams. At a Superfund
Site, the Federal WQC would not be ARARs except for
pretreatment requirements for discharge of treated water to
a Publicly Operated Treatment Works (POTW). Since the
selected remedy plans to discharge to the local POTW, these
requirements are ARARsS for the Woodstock site. The AWQCs
for protection of freshwater aquatic organisms are ARARs for
the Woodstock site remedy for any direct discharges to the
Kishwaukee River.

ii). State ARARs

The State of Illinois has been authorized to implement the
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
established under the CWA, as specified in IAC 35, Part 309.
For any discharge to waters of the State of Illinois, the
chemical specific standards of Title 35, Subtitle C, Subpart
B, Section 302.208 and toxic substances standards of Section
302.210 of the Illinois Administrative Code establishing
General Use Water Quality Standards would be ARARs.

2. Location Specific ARARS

Location-specific ARARS are those requirements that relate
to the geographical position of a site. These include:

a. Federal ARARS

40 CFR 6 - Protection of Wetlands is an ARAR for any
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remedial action taken within wetlands. This ARAR requires
that activities required in a wetland must minimize the
destruction, loss, or degradation of the wetland. 1In
addition, any affected wetlands may be restored, as
appropriate. In addition, a permit from the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers may be required due to the potential that
activities during construction may impact the wetlands.

Endangered Species Act (16 USC 1531) - The Endangered
Species Act requires that actions must be performed to
conserve the endangered or threatened species located in and
around the Woodstock site. Activities must not destroy or
adversely modify the critical habitat upon which endangered
species depend. The selected remedy will be implemented in
compliance with this regulation.

b. State ARARSs

Endangered Species Protection Act, Title 17 Conservative
Chapter 1, Subchapter C, Part 1075 Illincis Administrative
Rules - Under this requirement, actions must be performed to
conserve the endangered or threatened species located in and
around the Woodstock site. Activities must not destroy or
adversely modify the critical habitat upon which endangered
species depend. The selected remedy will be implemented in
compliance with this regulation. Prior to conducting
remedial activities, a survey of the subject areas will be
conducted to determine whether or not endangered or
threatened species will be affected.

3. Action-Specific ARARS

Action-specific ARARS are requirements that define
acceptable treatment and disposal procedures for hazardous
substances.

It is unknown at this time whether or not the collected
ground water will require treatment prior to discharge to
the POTW. If required, any treatment system utilized will
be operated in compliance with all ARARs including 40 CFR
403,

40 CFR 122 is an ARAR at this site in regards to surface
water runoff which includes stormwater runoff.

29 CFR 1910 and 1926 are OSHA requirements which are ARARs
at the site.
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a. State ARARS

The selected remedy will comply with substantive
requirements of Title 35, Illinois Solid and Special Waste
Management Regulations, Section 811, Subpart C for closure
of solid wastes landfills, specifically relating to final
cover, air pollution, and closure requirements, as required.

Groundwater that is treated and discharged shall comply with
35 IAC, Part 307 as well as 35 IAC, Part 310 which are ARARs
for this site since pretreatment standards, permitting, and
reporting requirements must be met for POTW discharge.

35 IAC, Part 620.250 which provides for the establishment of
a groundwater management zone is an ARAR for the site.

C. Cost Effectiveness

Cost effectiveness is determined by evaluating the following
three of the five balancing criteria to determine overall
effectiveness: long-term effectiveness and permanence,
reduction of toxicity, mobility or volume through treatment,
and short-term effectiveness. Overall effectiveness is then
compared to cost to ensure that the remedy is cost
effective.

The selected remedy provides overall cost effectiveness
because it provides adequate long-term effectiveness and
permanence. Secondary reduction in toxicity, mobility, and
volume is accomplished through treatment of the ground
water. No unacceptable short-term risks will be caused by
implementation of the remedy.

D. Utiljzation of Permanent Solutions and Alternative

hnologi Oor Resource Recover
i h xim xtent Pr icable

The selected remedy utilizes permanent solutions and
alternative treatment technologies to the maximum extent
practicable. This finding was made after evaluation of the
protective and ARAR-compliant alternatives for the Woodstock
site remedial action and comparison of the "trade-offs"
(advantage vs. disadvantages) among the remedial
alternatives with respect to the five balancing criteria
(see discussion above).

E. Preference for Treatment as a Principle Element

The principle threats at the Woodstock site are the
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contaminated ground water and contaminated soil and
leachate. The selected remedy uses treatment as a secondar}
element of the remedy through the collection and treatment
of contaminated groundwater. Due to the large volume and
heterogeneous distribution of waste throughout the landfill,
treatment of the landfill material itself is not practicable

at this site.
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Comment 28:

R ons

You have not proven to me how dangerous the landfill is.
How much water do I have to drink? What chemicals are in
the soil and how long do you have to be exposed to them
before it becomes a unacceptable health risk? How much air
do I have to breathe and for how long?

Vinyl Chloride was detected in the groundwater and was
determined to pose an unacceptable health risk under future
use scenarios. Although there are also other pathways of
exposure to contaminated groundwater that were considered,
an unacceptable health risk would exist if the groundwater
is ingested as drinking water at an offsite residence at a
rate of 2 liters per day, 350 days per year for 30 years.

Chemicals detected in surface soils that contribute to an
unacceptable human health risk at the site include:
phenanthrene, di-n-butylphthalate, fluoranthene, pyrene,
butylbenzlphthalate, benzo(a)anthracene, chrysene,
benzo(a)pyrene, benzo(g,h,i)pyrene, benzo(b)fluoranthene and
benzo (k) fluoranthene. Standard assumptions were used to
estimate incidental ingestion and dermal exposure to surface
801l in determining that an unacceptable human health risk
is present. According to Table L-2 in the RI report, for an
older child an unacceptable risk would occur based on the
assumption that 100 mg of soil per day would be incidentally
ingested, 4 days per week, 35 weeks per year, for 10 years.
It was also assumed that there would be dermal absorption
from skin exposure to site soils at a rate of 1.45 mg/cm
over a 1490 cm® area of the hands and feet for the same
period of time that incidental ingestion would occur.

As indicated in this comment, the risks from inhalation of
volatile chemicals released indoors due to landfill gas
migration under a future use scenario were determined to be
unacceptable. During the risk assessment it was assumed that
the inhalation rate would be 20 m’ per day, 350 days per
year for 30 years.

The above discussion is very general and summarizes only
selected parts of the complex evaluation that was conducted
during the baseline risk assessment for the site. Detailed
discussions of the risks posed by the site are included in
Section 8 of the RI Report for the site. The RI report has
been included as a part of the Administrative Record and is
available for public review at the Woodstock Municipal
Library.
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l.6

Comment 29:

Responge:

1.7

Comment 30:

Response:

Comment 31:

Response:

COMPARISON TO OTHER SITES

Is it feasible to compare the sgsituation now at the Woodstock
dump site to other landfills or dump sites that are maybe
10, 20 years older so that we'll know what kind of problems
we could have in 10 or 20 years from now if the city decides
not to go through with this or do a halfway job? Where do
we sit on the dump eveolution scale?

Based on experience with other older and poorly maintained
landfills, it is likely releases to surface water and
groundwater would continue and potentially increase with
time if no actions are taken. The landfill cover would
continue to degrade to a point that the wastes themselves
could be eroded and migrate from the landfill. 1In addition
a further degraded landfill cover would allow more
infiltration into the landfill and more leachate to be
formed.

EQUIVALENT PERFORMANCE OF OTHER ALTERNATIVES

You are saying that we have to have a cap. When you gave us
your options one was no action. If that was one of our
options, why can't we lock at that then?

CERCLA requires that the "No Action" alternative be
evaluated at every site to establish a baseline against
which all other alternatives are compared. Under this
alternative, no cleanup actions would take place and the
site would remain in its present condition.

It says in the FS that Alternative 4 would use suitable
material to reconstruct the cover. It doesn't seem to me
that you would allow us to a decide what suitable material
is. Why wouldn't there be a regulation saying it has to be
two feet of clay or it has to be three feet of concrete or
whatever?

There is a regulation in Illinecis specifying what must be
included in a landfill cap. That regulation is 35 Illinois
Administrative ‘Code Section 811.314. This regulation
requires a low permeability layer in the cover to be
equivalent or superior t£o 3 feet of compacted earth with a
permeability of s 1 x 107 cm/second. The Agencies have
determined that this regulation is an ARAR (Applicable or
Relevant and Appreopriate Requirement) for the site.
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Comment 32:

Regponse:

Comment 33:

Response:

It says in the FS that Alternative 4 would use suitable
material to reconstruct the cover. What do the PRPs call
suitable material in Alternative 4%

Suitable fill described in Alternative 4 appears to be
compacted earth with a permeability of 8.5 x 107 cm/second.
This fill specification was used by the PRP's consultant in
Appendix C to determine the amount of infiltration which may
occur if the cap was reconstructed. To meet ARARsS for the
site, a low permeability layer will need to have a
permeability which is no greater than 1 x 107 cm/sec.
Consequently "suitable f£ill" as proposed by the PRPs does
not meet the requirements as specified in the State of
Illinois regulations.

Was your primary concern with alternative 4 that it will not
stop infiltration through the cap enough to eliminate the
leachate seeps, or was there some other criteria with which
you had a concern on Alternative 4°?

Regulations found in Section 300.430 of Volume 40 of the
Code of Federal Regulations (40 CFR 300.430) require that
USEPA consider 9 criteria when evaluating an Alternative.
These 9 criteria are listed and defined in the Record of
Decision. Alternative 4 does not favorably satisfy the 9
evaluation criteria for the following reasons:

1)

2)

The cap proposed in Alternative 4 would not attain
Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements
(ARARs) under State environmental laws and therefore
would not satisfy the criterion of Compliance with
ARARs. The cap proposed in Alternative 4 would not
meet the requirement in 35 IAC 811.314 for a landfill
cover system because: 1) the low permeability layer as
proposed would be an insufficient thickness; 2) the low
permeability layer as proposed would have too high a
permeability; and 3) the final protective cover layer
over the low permeability layer have an inadequate
thickness.

Alternative 4 would not favorably satisfy the criterion
of long term effectiveness and permanence. USEPA is
required to consider the adequacy and reliability of
controls. This factor addresses in particular the
long-term protection from residuals and the potential
need to replace technical components of the
alternative, such as the cap. Under this criterion
USEPA is also required to consider the mobility of
untreated waste remaining at the conclusion of the
remedial action. When considering long term protection
from residuals USEPA believes that the Alternative 4

- 15 -
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Comﬁent 34:

3)

4)

5)

cap would have an insufficient thickness of final cover
material to adequately protect the low permeability
barrier layer and that this would lead to loss of
effectiveness and possibly failure of the cap's barrier
layer over time. In addition, there are other
Alternatives which satisfy this c¢riterion and are
considerably more effective in reducing the mobility of
waste materials remaining at the conclusion of the
remedy. For example based on information submitted by
the PRPs in the FS, the cap proposed in Alternative 4
would result in approximately 1,929,840 gallons of
leachate generated per year from infiltration, compared
to only 605,880 gallons per year with the Alternative 7
cap. The amount of leachate generated from infiltration
directly affects the potential for mobility of wastes
remaining in the landfill.

When considering the need for 2placement of technical
components proposed by the Al:-:zrnative, USEPA concludes
that there is sound technical information available
which indicates that the 6" of topsoil proposed on top
of the low permeability layer in Alternative 4 will not
adequately protect that layer from root penetration,
freezing, and other mechanisms that may damage the
barrier layer or severely reduce its effectiveness.

Alternative 4 would not satisfy the criterion of
reduction of toxicity, mobility or volume through
treatment, because no treatment of contaminated
groundwater is proposed.

Alternative 4 would not favorably satisfy the short
term effectiveness criterion. As a part of this
Criterion USEPA is required to consider the time until
protection is achieved. No groundwater treatment is
proposed in Alternative 4. In the FS, the PRPs
estimated that it would take 40 to 70 years to achieve
Illinois groundwater protection standards through
natural attenuation processes. Conseguently
Alternative 4 does not favorably satisfy the short term
effectiveness criterion.

Alternative 4 would not satisfy the criterion of State
Acceptance.

According to the hydrologic evaluation model the alternative
4 cap would reduce infiltration quite a bit, but there would
still be approximately 1.82 inches per year of infiltration
percolating through the landfill. Is that too much
infiltration?
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Response:

Comment 35:

Response:

Comment 36:

Respons

Comment 37:

The Alternative 4 cap would allow too much leachate to be
generated relative to other alternatives. For example, based
on information submitted by the PRPs in the FS, the cap
proposed in Alternative 4 would result in an annual leachate
generation from infiltration of approximately 1,929,840
gallons/yr. That can be compared to less than 605,000
gallons/year for Alternatives 6 through 11. Alternative 4
would therefore generate an additional 1,323,960 gallons of
leachate per year compared to Alternatives 6-11. Under the

criterion of Long term effectiveness, the USEPA is required

to consider the degree of mobility of untreated wastes
remaining in the landfill if a remedial alternative were to
be undertaken. The amount of leachate generated from
infiltration directly influences the potential for mobility
of wastes remaining in the landfill, and is an important
consideration in the selection of a remedial alternative at
the Woodstock Municipal Landfill site.

I believe that the only current unacceptable human health
risk identified is surface soil. Can this be corrected with
any other alternative other than alternative 7?

Unacceptable human health risks are posed by surface soil
contamination and exposure to debris. These current health
risks would be corrected under each alternative that
specifies capping (Alternatives 4-11).

PERMANENCE OF REMEDY AND EFFECTIVENESS

Would the remedy have to be redone to meet new regulations
adopted in the future? .

As long as contaminants remain on-site, there is the
possibility that further remedial actions may be required in
the future. However, if a chosen remedy results in
compliance with the identified ARARs, and that compliance is
maintained, the USEPA would not retroactively add additional
ARARs to the Record of Decision after it was issued.

How many geosynthetic liners are in existence and how long
have they been in place? How long have any been monitored
and what is the expected life of the geosynthetic? The
remedy you're proposing, is that in place anywhere else
right now? What has been your experience with it? What is
your experience with having to do remedies to the remedy?
Have you run across any cases where there has been a
failure?
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R Ons

Comment 238:

Response:

Refer to Comment 13 response. Relative to the use of a
bentonite product, bentonite has been used for nearly 65
years as a commercial water flow inhibitor. The fabric
bentonite composite has been used for up to 13 years. There
are at least 530 installations where this product has been
used throughout North America. (160 million square feet
installed).

No failures of the product have been observed and the
product and workmanship are generally guaranteed for 25
years. The failures that have occurred have typically been
related to geotechnical issues surrounding excessively steep
side-slopes and friction conditions between the membrane and
adjacent cover soils. Due to the relatively flat nature of
the slopes at the Woodstock site, and the requirement to
regrade the perimeter slopes to less that a 4 ft horizontal
distance for each 1 ft vertical distance, failure related to
these conditions is not anticipated. The final decisions
about side slopes will be evaluated in the remedial design
stage.

If we started doing everything today and it worked perfectly
fine, how soon would you be done. When would USEPA be happy
that nothing is leaking out and the groundwater is getting
fixed?

Typically a remedy becomes "operational and functional"
either one year after construction is complete, or when the
remedy is determined concurrently by the Agencies to be
functioning properly and is performing as designed,
whichever is earlier. However, in accorda 2 with 40 CFR
300.430(f) (4) (i1) if a remedial action is _ected that
results in hazardous substances, pcllutant Oor contaminants
remaining at the site above levels that al_:w for unlimited
use and unrestricted exposure, as is the case with the
Woodstock site, USEPA must review such action no less often
than every five years after initiation of the selected
remedial action.

The vinyl chloride in the groundwater must be remediated to
a level of 2 ppb before extraction and treatment ceases. If
the level of vinyl chloride in the groundwater exceeds 2 ppb
at some later date, remediation will again be required to
reduce the concentration to within the allowable level.
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Comment 39:

Respons

Comment 40:

R ons

Comment 41:

Response:

Comment 42:

rResponse:

Comment 43:

Respeonse:

SUPERFUND PROCESS
SUPERFUND PROCESS - GENERAL QUESTIONS

What type of reaction, what type of response, what level
must our response go to for it to have an impact on your
decision of your recommendation number seven, to make a
change in that recommendation? What do you need to see from
us citizens to cause that type of impact? What is your
threshold. What can we say if we decide to say it that makes
an impact on you?

EPA may change a remedy recommendation if new technical
information, that was not previously available, is submitted
during the public comment period, or if an alternate plan is
proposed that meets the evaluation criteria and addresses
the risks at a site. «

If we decide not to agree to this, the City of Woodstock,
what is your next step?

The USEPA will still attempt to negotiate with the remaining
PRPs to secure agreement to fund the Remedial Design and
Remedial Action.

If Woodstock landfill were to come under Superfund's
scrutiny today, would it be placed on Superfund?

The site was scored under the Hazardous Ranking System at
the time it was proposed to be placed on the NPL, and as the
site is now on the NPL there is no reason to rescore it.
However, as a result of the detailed investigation conducted
at the site, unacceptable risks that require mitigation were
documented.

Can the site be removed from the NPL and will that removing
the site from the NPL eliminate it from the Superfund
program and thus become a state problem?

The site cannot presently be removed from the NPL since

there are contaminants left on the site. Refer to the
previous comment for additional explanation.

How much money is in Superfund?

The USEPA budget for the 1993 fiscal year as authorized by
Congress is approximately 2.5 billion dollars.

- 19 -
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Comment 44:

Response:

Comment 45:

Comment 46:

Are you requirec. oy law only to look at the alternatives
presented in the FS?

No, USEPA will evaluate any alternate plan that is received
by the agency during the public comment period. This
analysis would include an evaluation of the Alternate plan
against the nine evaluation criteria, as required by
Superfund regulations.

Woodstock followed all rules and guidelines sent to them by
IEPA to make sure that the landfill was operated properly.
Although technology or legislators have changed those rules,
it seems unfair to go back and penalize the City of
Woodstock when they did‘Pothing wrong.

Environmental statutes, as written by the U. S. Congress
apply a concept of strict liability which means if you are a
"person" covered by the statute and you violated the
statute, then you may be liable even if you supposedly
followed all the rules.

It should be noted that IEPA filed a complaint against the
City of Woodstock in 1972 regarding operation of the
landfill. Substantiated charges of open dumping, liquid
deposition without approval, failure to follow set
guidelines, and operating without a permit were filed.
Woodstock was ordered to cease and desist all violations,
obtain the necessary permits, and was fined for its actions.
The IEPA also attempted to require Woodstock to install a
leachate collection system and a groundwater monitoring
system, but Woodstock successfully petitioned under hardship
and these systems were never iastalled. '

SUPERFUND PROCESS - PRP AND ENFORCEMENT ISSUES

If you can find additional PRPs, how do you know if they
have the financial capability of contributing to the fund?
Do you sue them? Do you fine them and put them out of
business if they are still in business?

If additional PRP's are identified, the USEPA will issue a
notice letter to them requesting their participation in
negotiations to pay for the remedial action at the site.

The USEPA is not privy to the financial capabilities of a
PRP to fund the remedy. If a PRP or PRPs refuse to pay for
the remedy, the USEPA may take the following actions: 1)
issue an order for the PRPs to fund the remedy, or; 2) USEPA

- 20 -
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Comment 47:

Response:

Comment 48:

Regponse:

Comment 49:

Regsponse:

may fund the remedy and later seek reimbursement of the cost
of the remedy through court action.

Can the USEPA enforce a tax levy on to us to cover those
costs?

The USEPA does not have the authority to place a tax levy on
the City of Woodstock to pay for the remedy.

What authority does the state have to enforce the
institutional controls? The validity of these institutional
controls should be considered very, very weak and they
really do nothing to protect human health and environment.

USEPA agrees that institutional controls in and of
themselves are not protective of the environment.
Institutional controls are primarily legal measures such as
a restrictive covenant on the landfill property deed,
acquisition of the contaminated area, and local ordinances
prohibiting certain activities. The State does have the
authority to enforce institutional laws through the state
court system.

Although USEPA expects to use institutional controls in
conjunction with other remedial measures, USEPA also
recognizes that institutional controls are not as reliable
as other control measures. Consequently, the regulations
which govern the Superfund program, as found in Section
300.430(a) (1) (iii) (D) of Volume 40 in the Code of Federal
Regulations, dictate that the use of institutional controls
shall not substitute for active response measures (e.g.,
treatment and/or containment of source material, restoration
of ground waters to their beneficial uses) as the sole
remedy unless such active measures are determined not to be
practicable, based on the balancing of trade-offs among
alternatives that is conducted during the selection of the
remedy .

Is there some way you break down responsibility among PRPs
if you had a small company that might have dumped a little
bit, "X" amounts of yards of material,. :

The. PRP(s) that sign the consent degree for the RI/FS agree
to fund all of the RI/FS costsg. Similarly, PRP(s) that sign
the consent degree for implementation agree to pay for
implementation of the remedial action and long-term care.
How the costs are distributed between the PRPs that sign the
decrees, is dependent upon negotiations between the PRP(s).
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Comment 50:

Response:

Comment 5S1:

Respons

Comment 52:

Respons

In addition, the PRP(s) that have signed the consent degree
can negotiate settlements with other non-signing PRPs, or
they can take separate legal action against the remaining
non-signing PRPs.

COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE/INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS

What guarantees can the state or the USEPA make that
institutional controls will be kept in place since they can
be legally reversed by the next city council?

The USEPA and IEPA cannot guarantee that institutional
controls would remain in effect. If USEPA or IEPA became
aware that an institutional control was changed, then legal
action could be taken in opposition to the change.

Actions should only be taken to address current risks and
for continued monitoring, and that institutional controls
should be relied on to eliminate potential health hazards.

The regulations which govern the Superfund program, as found
in Section 300.430(a) (1) (iii) (D) of Volume 40 in the Code of
Federal Regulations, dictate that the use of institutional
controls shall not substitute for active response measures
(e.g., treatment and/or containment of source material,
restoration of ground waters to their beneficial uses) as
the sole remedy unless such active measures are determined
not to be practicable, based on the balancing of trade-offs
among alternatives that is conducted during the selection of
the remedy. Consequently, institutional controls cannot be
relied on as the sole remedy at the Woodstock Municipal
Landfill site because active remedial measures, such as
groundwater extraction and treatment, are practical.

The USEPA plan as presented in Alternative 7 is unwarranted
because it is based on unsupported assumptions of future use
of the site.

The contention that USEPA's preferred alternative is driven
only by future use scenarios is incorrect. There are
current unacceptable risks to human health and the
environment from contaminated surface soils, debris exposed
through the degraded landfill cap, and contamination of
surface water and sediments adjacent to the landfill from
leachate seeps. It is clear that an effective cover is
needed on the landfill to prevent possible exposure to
contaminated surface soils and exposed debris, and to
minimize leachate formation by minimizing the amount of

- 22 .
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Comment 53:

Re onge:

Corment 54:

precipitation that infiltrates through the landfill cap.

The cap proposed in the Alternative endorsed by the PRPs
(Alternative 4) is unacceptable because it would not comply
with the ARARs for the site, and does not favorably satisfy
the evaluation criteria (such as long term permanence) which
USEPA is required to use in choosing a remedy. Although
remediation of offsite groundwater contamination is in part
driven by unacceptable human health risks under a future use
scenario (assuming that the groundwater is used as drinking
water), the groundwater remedy is required and justified by,
among other things, the Illinois State groundwater quality
standards and federal maximum contaminant levels (MCLs).

The existence of these ARARsS, in combination with the
unacceptable potential future risks and the NCP directives
that "contaminated ground waters will be returned to their
beneficial uses wherever practicable, within a time frame
that is reasonable" and that "the use of institutional
controls should not substitute for active response
measures", provide a basis on which the groundwater
component of the remedy is premised.

The leachate in the landfill is weak compared to test
results of other similar landfill sites. Therefore minimal
action is called for.

USEPA does not agree that leachate at the Woodstock
Municipal Landfill site is "weak" compared to test results
of other similar landfill sites. Based on sample results
from the RI, leachate at the Woodstock Municipal landfill
site exceeds maximum typical leachate concentrations for
zinc, lead, nickel, and copper in other Municipal Solid
Waste Landfills for which USEPA has collected data.
(Reference: Characterization of MWC Ashes and Leachates from
MSW Landfills, Monofills, and CO0-Disposal Sites (EPA,
1987fF).

A new cover needs to be in place, and the PRPs should not
try to get by with a less than minimum cover. IEPA
regulations require a 3 foot cover, and that should be
adhered to. State and Federal standards are there for a
reason, and the city shouldn't be using scare tactics of
higher taxes to try to convince the residents that the
minimum cover would be too expensive. In the case of
environmental cleanup, dollar expenses should not be of
prime concern. The safety of the ecosystem, which includes
all life, should be our concern. As a resident of
Woodstock, I would rather pay higher taxes and have a city
that isn't contaminated by a Superfund site that wasn't
properly monitored.

- 23 -
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Response:
4.0

Comment 55:

Re nse:

Comment 56:

Response:

USEPA and IEPA agree with the need to comply with the ARARs
and agree that the Alternative 4 cover endorsed by the
PRPs would not be adequately protective of the
Environment.

LANDFILL REGULATIONS/STATE RESPONSIBILITY

Does the state allow any other kind of cap than the
geosynthetic proposed in Alternative 77

Yes, the State would allow any cap which meets the
regulatory standard in 35 IAC 811.314. To meet the
regulatory standard a cap must include a low permeability
layer overlain by a final protective layer. The low
permeability layer may be one of three different types:

1. A compacted earth layer of three feet in thickness and
achieving a permeability of 1x107 cm/sec; or

2. A geomembrane providing equivalent or superior
performance to the compacted earth layer, one that can
withstand normal stresses, and must be placed on a base
free from sharp objects or other materials which may
cause damage; Or

3. Any other low permeability layer with equivalent or
superior performance.

The final protective layer must cover the entire low
permeability layer, must be at least three feet thick,
must protect the low permeability layer from freezing
and plant root penetration and must be able to support
vegetation. This generally includes rooting zone
material, drainage zone material and topsoil.

It is my understanding that the clay cap on the dump is no
longer in compliance with present day rules. Will
reconstruction as proposed in alternative 4 bring the site
up-to-date?

No, the reconstruction proposed in Alternative 4 would not
bring the site to current standards. Current standards
which must be met during construction of the cover can be
found in 35 IAC 811.314. The cover proposed in Alternative
4 would not meet those standards.
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Comment 57:

R onsg

Comment 58:

Re nse:

Comment 59:

R Oons

At any time was this landfill licensed by any agency of the
federal or state government? :

The Woodstock Municipal Landfill was in operation as a dump
site as early as 1935. While there may have been permits
granted by local agencies, such as a county health
department, it was issued a permit by the Illinois
Environmental Protection Agency in October, 1972. In 1975
the City of Woodstock ceased accepting waste at the
landfill. At that time, IEPA classified the landfill as
closed. Inspections were conducted by the IEPA to check on
the placement of the final cover. Placement of the final
cover was completed in 1980. At this time, the landfill was
classified By IEPA as closed and covered.

Can the state be a PRP?

Under Superfund law there are four classes of parties who
may be held liable for costs associated with a Superfund
site. These parties, called potentially responsible parties
or PRPs are:

1. The current owner and/or operator of the site;

2. The owner or operator at the time hazardous substances
were disposed of at the site;

3. Any person who arranged for disposal or treatment at
the site (commonly referred to as a "generator"); or

4. Any person who accepted hazardous substances for

transportation to a site selected by that person
(commonly referred to as a transporter").

If the State fits into one of these categories it may be
considered to be a PRP.

It seems to me the citizens of Woodstock and Woodstock city
government complied with all state and federal laws when
they closed this particular landfill. And yet it seems to me
the regulations that we follow, the people who set up the
regulations don't deem themselves responsible for what we
now have, and are not, in essence, becoming liable as we are
to following their regulations. That is totally unfair.

Environmental statutes, as written by the U. §. Congress,
apply a concept of strict liability which means if you are a
"person" covered by the statute and you violated the
statute, then you may be liable even if you supposedly
followed all the rules. The city is considered a PRP
because the landfill they own and operated is the site of
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5.0

Comment 60:

R nge:

releases of hazardou :bstances to the environment, not
because the landfill :S not meet current state
regulations. The st - : and federal government are not now
implying that there ..as been any wrongdoing on the City's
part. If there were not surface water releases or
groundwater contamination coming from the landfill, neither
the state nor federal government would be requiring the City
of Woodstock to do anything to the landfill. However, this
landfill as it exists does have releases to the environment.,
As such, they have to be dealt with and are being dealt with
within the Superfund framework. CERCLA and the NCP mandate
that USEPA and IEPA respond to those releases. This
legislation defines as liable those owners/operators,
generators or transporters associated with the site. That
includes the City of Woodstock.

MISCELLANEQUS COM JTS

I do not understand why none of the remedial action
alternatives you have considered -- including Alternative 7
that you are recommending -- focuses on bioremediation.

In the FS, USEPA required that the PRPs evaluate the
potential for using in-situ bioremediation of the
groundwater. In section 4.6.1 of the FS, the PRPs concluded
that in-situ bioclogical treatment of the groundwater is
difficult to implement, requires accurate placement of
injection wells, bacteria, and nutrients, and is not proven
nor sufficiently developed. The PRPs concluded in the FS
that the concentration of organic compounds which exist in
the contaminated area are not sufficiently high to perform
as a food source to support biological treatment and since
there are other more proven technologies available, in-situ
biological treatment of groundwater was not carried forward
during evaluation and selection of technology process
options during the FS. Based on public interest expressed
during the public comment period, USEPA has decided to more
closely examine options for in-situ bioremediation of the
groundwater. This will be done during the remedial design
phase of the project.

A recent technology involving recirculation of leachate to
degrade and bioremediate actual waste materials to the
greatest extent possible is being implemented at a number of
new and existing landfills. This approach relies on
catching leachate that is charged with naturally occurring
microbes at the base of the landfill and reinjecting it at
the top of the landfill so it can percolate back down
through the waste layers. However, this approach is not
feasible at the Woodstock Municipal landfill site because
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C. SUMMARY OF

Comment 61:

R onse:

there is no leachate collection system to remove leachate,
and there is no basal liner to prevent releases of leachate
to underlying groundwater.

COMMENTS FROM THE POTENTIALLY RESPONSIBLE PARTIES

The following written comment was received from the McHenry
County Defenders (similar written and verbal comments were
algo received from several citizens during the public
comment period):

SUMMARY OF MAJOR POINTS IN DEFENDER'S LETTER:

1) Vinyl chloride releases to air pathway not considered
in RI/FS.

2) Pump and treat seams impractical, USEPA should
investigate in-situ bioremediation.

3} Support any alternative that will stop leachate and
avoid the need for an expensive leachate control
system.

4) A trust fund should be established to assure long-term
monitoring.

5} Costs can be reduced by using native grasses.

6) EPA should fund the construction of a co-composting and

recycling center next to the site.

From a technical perspective, native grasses and wildflowers
could be used on the site if the vegetative cover is
compatible with the landfill and would exhibit
characteristics similar to the recommended vegetation.

These characteristics include erosion control, heartiness,
perennial nature, evaportranspiration rate, and maintenance
requirements. Additionally, the cost effectiveness of this
cap component must be investigated further. At this time,
it is unknown whether there would be a cost savings by using
a native prairie-type cap. The final decision on the exact
type of vegetation to be used would occur during the
remedial design.

Vinyl chloride was not detected in the leachate, landfill
gas, or the surface water. Releases from these sources are
therefore not anticipated. However, the release of vinyl
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Comment 62:

Respon

Comment 6&3:

Response:

Comment 64:

chloride during pump and treat will be closely monitored by
the Agencies, and no releases which exceed the identified
ARARS or which may pose a risk to human health and the
environment will be allowed.

The USEPA and IEPA will investigate further the potential
for bioremediation at a remedial option for clean up of the

vinyl chloride plume.

The USEPA and IEPA also fully support the selection of a
remedy which minimizes leachate generation, stops releases
to the environment, and avoids the need for a leachate
collection system if at all possible.

Several mechanisms are available to provide funding during
the long-term care period. USEPA will require a trust or
similar funding mechanism as part of the remedial
activities.

In regards tc the final point, while CERCLA does not provide
for funding of a co-composting/recycling center, the USEPA
and I1EPA fully support this initiative and will include the
siting of this facility into the overall site design.

A number of Woodstock residents submitted written comments
indicating that the remedy chosen should restore the
wetlands arcund the site.

The remedial action selected for the site will not destroy
any of the wetlands surrounding the landfill due to
placement of the cap. However, restoration of those wetland
areas where the removal of the contaminated sediments will
occur will be required.

From what I can gather it appears that the USEPA and IEPA
feel that the entire landfill must be removed and a new
liner placed. '

USEPA and IEPA are not recommending that the entire landfill
be removed and a liner placed under it. USEPA and IEPA are
also not recommending that the landfill be retrofitted with
a leachate collection system. But beécause the landfill does
not have a basal liner or leachate collection system, USEPA
and IEPA have selected a cap that provides for the best
overall protection, is cost effective, meets ARARs, and
minimizes leachate production.

Continued sampling and testing on a quarterly, or at least
semi-annually basis, should be done.
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Response:

Comment 65:

Response:

Comment 66:

Response:

Comment 67:

Comment 68:

Regponse:

USEPA agrees with this comment and notes that periodic long
term monitoring is a part of each alternative presented in
the FS. Monitoring will include sampling, testing, and
visual inspection. A detailed monitoring plan will be
developed during the Remedial Design phase.

A comment was received that with the rapid advancement in
new technology on clean up it would seem more prudent to

monitor the landfill and if an immediate problem becomes

apparent take care of it at that time.

Current unacceptable health risks exist which do represent
an immediate problem. The contaminated groundwater plume and
leachate releases to the environment alsc constitute an
immediate problem that must be addressed and remedied. 1In
addition, the lack of action will allow the current landfill
cover to continue to deteriorate and may increase the scope
and cost of the remediation that is required.

I am firmly opposed to the proposal of outgassing the vinyl
chloride, and request that you provide a less hazardous
solution.

Emissions of vinyl chloride associated with groundwater
extraction and treatment will be required to comply with all
ARARs and cannot pose an unacceptable risk to human health
and the environment. USEPA cannot prohibit this action from
occurring if these conditions are met.

Moving contaminated material from one place to another
simply increases the dispersion of the offending chemicals
both in rate and in total and creates another contaminated
site. It just seems to me to be an unreascnable concept.

The USEPA and IEPA do not propose to move the landfill
contents to another site. The preferred remedial action is
to cap the landfill and clean up the contaminated
groundwater.

I would prefer to hear other options that are available in
order to correct this problem. I am sure that there is more
than one possible course of action and an alternative can be
found to using tax dollars to correct the problem.

The FS document, which is a part of the Administrative
Record, presented eleven alternatives which were developed
through an extensive screening and evaluation. Prior to
development of the final eleven alternatives presented in
the FS, a number of various technologies and related process
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Comment 69:

Response:

Comment 70:

Regponse:

Comment 71:

options were considered for each operable unit. A breakdown
of the number of technologies and process options considered
during the FS follows:

Operable Unit Technologies Process Options
14 17

Groundwater

Soil 17 11
Leachate 7 5
Air 4 5
Surface water 7 17

A detailed description of all options considered and the
rationale for selecting the remedy described in the Record
of Decision can be found in the public repository which is
available for review @ the Woodstock Public Library.

Who closed the landfill?

The City of Woodstock was the owner and operator of the
Woodstock Municipal Landfill site at the time of closure and
the city council voted to close the landfill.

Isn't long term monitcring only for 30 years?

No. Monitoring will be required until such time that no
contaminants remain on-site. The 30 year reference is only
used to determine the potential total cost of the remedy
over a long period of time. Costs beyond the 30 year point
are very rough estimates and are generally not considered
when costing out the remedy due to the uncertainties
associated with this type of estimate.

I support Alternative 5 over the preferred remedy of
Alternative 7 because it is more cost effective and still
favorably satisfies the 9 evaluation criteria. Based upon
the summary it appears the projected $3.4 million difference
in the two plans can be attributed to the geosynthetic clay
cap. At this time I cannot support the use of geosynthetics
due to my concerns with extreme weather conditions and
QA/QC/human error problems that can plague installation.

The city has also discussed utilizing the WML as a future
co-compost facility. If alternative S5 doesn't include the
following I urge the USEPA to consider it. The proposed
onsite treatment facility could be constructed to discharge
treated wastewater into an irrigation system for maintaining
the revegetated layer for an indefinite period of time. '
This setup could reduce cover management, POTW treatment and
possibly leachate management/monitoring costs. Cost
effective remediation is important especially when you
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Response:

consider that actual costs most always exceed projected
costs.

EPA disagrees that Alternative 5 favorably satisfies all of
the 9 evaluation criteria. The Alternative 5 cover system
clearly does not satisfy the criterion for compliance with
ARARS as it would not provide a sufficient thickness of
cover material over the low permeability layer, a sufficient
thickness for the low permeability layer, or an adequate
permeability of the low permeability layer to meet the 35
IAC 811.314 ARAR for the site. Alternative 5 would also not
gsatisfy the criterion of State Acceptance. 1In addition, the
Alternative 5 cover would not favorably satisfy the
criterion of long term permanence (especially the assessment
of potential need to replace technical components such as
the cap) because it is provided with only 6" of topsoil as a
protective cover over the low permeability layer. USEPA
concludes that the Alternative 5 cap would have an
insufficient thickness of final cover material to adequately
protect the low permeability barrier layer and that this
would lead to loss of effectiveness and possibly failure of
the cap's barrier layer over time. USEPA notes that there is
sound technical information available which indicates that
the 6" of topsoil proposed on top of the low permeability
layer in Alternative 4 will not adequately protect that
layer from root penetration, freezing, and other mechanisms
that may damage the barrier layer or severely reduce its
effectiveness. The frost depth in Northern Illinois exceeds
30" indicating that the barrier layer proposed in
Alternative 5 would be subject to potential frost damage
since it would only be 6" below the ground surface. USEPA
does not believe that a landfill vegetative cover type is
available with suitable characteristics, that could be
established with a root zone depth of less than 6",
Therefore it is likely that opportunistic deep rooted weed
species will encroach onto the landfill. USEPA is especially
concerned that the type of damage to the barrier layer that
is likely to occur from root penetration or freezing could
go undetected during the periodic wvisual inspections of the
landfill cover that will be required under an operations and
maintenance monitoring program. In addition USEPA does not
believe that vegetative cover with suitable characteristics
could be proposed that could be established with a root zone
depth of less than 6" to prevent damage to the barrier layer
proposed in Alternative 5.

Relative to the concern of extreme weather conditions
impacting the geosynthetics in the USEPA preferred remedy,
the proposed design has three feet of protective cover over
the barrier layer, which is approximately equal to typical
frost depth in the Woodstock area. The concern expressed
regarding installation gquestions will be addressed by
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requiring strict quality assurance/ quality control (QA/QC)
requirements and oversight during construction.

USEPA believes that there are positive cost benefits with
Alternative 7 when compared to Alternative 5. A 63%
reduction in the amount of leachate generated from
infiltration could be achieved (equivalent to a difference
of approximately 1.3 million gallons per year) for only a
45% increase in cost.

EPA believes that the proposal to irrigate the site with the
discharge from the groundwater extraction and treatment
system is impractical since irrigation could not be
conducted during the winter months.

Comment 72: Is the USEPA proposed remedy also IEPA's preferred remedial
alternative.
Responge: Yes, USEPA and IEPA agree on the recommended remedial

alternative for the Woodstock Municipal Landfill site.

Comment 73: Is the USEPA requiring anything more than the State of
Illinois would require?

Response: No, USEPA and IEPA are in agreement as to the preferred
remedial alternative.

Comment 74: Are the wetlands protected against any kind of development?
Response: A permit would need to be applied for and received before

any part of the wetlands could be legally filled during
development. Development of wetlands can and does occur
with a permit, but typically an cffset or compensatory
wetland would need to be developed in a nearby area as a
part of the development project.

Comment 75: During the Public meeting the City Attorney requested that
USEPA explain what the factual models are for the baseline
risk assessment on which the assessment is based.

Response: The health risks associated with current land use conditions
: would occur under the trespasser scenario - trespassers

(children/adolescents playing on-site} would be exposed to
PAHs in soil and debris. The health risks under the future
land use scenarios would include using the site as a park
and recycling/composting center, building a residence
downgradient of the site and being exposed to contaminated
groundwater, or developing the site as a residential
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Comment 76:

community. A complete discussion of all the scenarios is
included in the Baseline Risk Assessment in the RI report.

The city of Woodstock submitted a written comment stating
that they are opposed to the proposed remedy as they believe
it is overly conservative and would result in an unnecessary
cost to the residents and tax payers of the City of
Woodstock. The City of Woodstock agrees that corrective
action is needed at the site and that a major component of
the corrective action should involve the reduction of
leachate generation. The city indicated that they believe
that Alternative 4 can provide adequate protection of human
health and the environment and that this alternative will
protect the residents of the community at a substantially
lower cost to the taxpayers. The city states that they must
consider the cost and cost-benefit comparison of all
expenditures and must justify the expenditure to the local
tax payers. The city believes that future risks have been
minimized through the institutional controls and in their
written comment they offer to consider any additional
restrictions or limitations on the future use of the site
that are needed to assure that future use activities
considered in the Baseline Risk Assessment do not occur.

The city requests, in their written comment, that USEPA and
IEPA again evaluate the information provided with the FS
report and additional information that can be provided by
the technical consultants to determine if a less costly
option for correction action would provide adequate
protection at the site.

In their written comment, the City of Woodstock requests
financial assistance from Superfund to pay for at least a
portion of the cost.

USEPA and IEPA agree with the City of Woodstock that
corrective action is necessary and that a major component of
the corrective action should involve reduction of leachate.
USEPA and IEPA further note that the only practical control
for leachate (without the inclusion of additional
engineering controls such as a leachate collection system)
at the Woodstock site is an effective cap that minimizes
leachate while favorably satisfying the criterion of long
term permanence. USEPA disagrees with the City's contention
that the preferred alternative (Alternative 7) is overly
conservative. USEPA notes that the preferred alternative
does not propose a leachate collection system as is
typically required, but attempts to remediate existing
groundwater contamination and to minimize infiltration into
the landfill utilizing a cover that is cost effective and
that will remain effective over the long term. USEPA does
not agree with the City's proposal that a substandard cap
should be constructed and institutional controls relied on
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for protection. 1Institutional controls provide little, if
any, protection against ecological and environmental
impacts.

EPA does not agree that the preferred alternative represents
an unnecessary expense. The cover system proposed in
Alternative 4 would not be adequately protective of the
environment because it would have an insufficient thickness
of final cover material to adequately protect the low
permeability barrier layer and that this would lead to loss
of effectiveness and possibly failure of the cap's barrier
layer over time. USEPA concludes that there is sound
technical information available which indicates that the 6"
of topsoil proposed on top of the low permeability layer in
Alternative 4 will not adequately protect that layer from
root penetration, freezing, and other mechanisms that may
damage the barrier layer or severely reduce its
effectiveness. The frost depth in Northern Illinois exceeds
30", indicating that the Alternative 4 barrier layer would
be subject to potential frost damage, since it would only be
6" below the ground surface. There is not a landfill
vegetative cover type that is available with suitable
characteristics that could be established with a root zone
depth of less than 6". Therefore it is likely that
opportunistic deep rooted weed species will encroach onto
the landfill. USEPA is especially concerned that the type
of damage to the barrier layer that is likely to occur from
root penetration or freezing could go undetected during the
pericdic visual inspections of the landfill cover that will
be required under an operations and maintenance monitoring
program.

As requested by the City, USEPA has reevaluated the
information provided with the FS report and concludes that
Alternative 7 is the least costly option that can be
selected as a remedy and still meet Superfund criteria and
be adequately protective. Alternative 4 must be eliminated
from further consideration during selection of the remedy
because it does not meet Superfund threshold criteria and
does not favorably satisfy the primary balancing criteria.
Under CERCLA an alternative must comply with ARARs and must
provide overall protection of human health and the
environment to be considered for selection as a remedy.
Also, a consideration of long term effectiveness for the
site includes an evaluation of the magnitude of risk from
wastes remaining at the site under the alternative, as well
as an assessment of the potential need to replace key
technical components such as the cap. As discussed
previously in this response, USEPA concludes that
Alternative 4 would have an insufficient thickness of
protective cover over the barrier layer and due to the
resultant potential for damage or failure, would not
favorably satisfy the criterion of long term effectiveness
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and permanence. Alternative 4 does not favorably satisfy
the criterion of short term effectiveness, or the USEPA
preference tor treatment, 'because no groundwater treatment
would be included in the city's proposal.

Based on a cost analysis USEPA concludes that Alternative 7
ig cost effective by providing the most cost benefit for
effective reduction of leachate generated from infiltration
when compared to the other alternatives. Both the City and
USEPA agree that reduction of leachate is paramount to the
success of any remedial action. Based on results of HELP
modeling conducted by the PRPs during the FS, Alternative 7
would result in approximately 1.3 million gallons less
leachate being generated each year than if the Alternative 4
cap were installed at the Woodstock Site. Based on the
amount of leachate generated by each cap, the Alternative 7
cap is 69% more efficient. This benefit of increased
VARUUT VIR TUNRD WU VI v 4SRN i U st W s
capping portion of the remedy. Using Alternatives 4 and S
as a baseline, Alternatives 10 and 11 reduce leachate
generation by an additional 30% beyond the amount reduced by
Alternatives 6 and 7, but with an additional 148% increase
in cost. Based on this analysis Alternatives 6 and 7 will
provide the best cost benefit in reducing leachate
generation.

Since there are viable PRPs who are potentially able to fund
the remedy, the USEPA and IEPA are not considering funding a
portion of this remedy.

The Woodstock Municipal Landfill Steering Committee submitted numerocus
comments which were bound together in a volume titled "Public Comments on
the Proposed Plan Woodstock Municipal Landfill Woodstock, Illinois. These
comments are summarized below:

Comment 77:

Response:

EPA HAS IMPROPERLY BIASED THE ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD BY ITS
REFUSAL TO ACCEPT OR EVEN PLACE IN THE RECORD NUMEROUS SOUND
JUDGMENTS MADE BY WARZYN.

The USEPA reviewed all the Warzyn work products pursuant to
the provisions of the Administrative Order on Consent
("AOC") which was signed by the City of Woodstock and Allied
Signal Corporation. The AOC clearly stated that Warzyn's
activities were subject to USEPA approval in consultation
with IEPA. USEPA followed its own Agency guidance in

determining which documents it would place in the Woodstock
administrative record.
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Comment 78:

Respon

Comment 79:

Response:

EPA REQUIRED AN APPROACH TO RISK ASSESSMENT WHICH CAUSED THE
RISKS FROM THE LANDFILL TO BE OVERSTATED.

The USEPA did not require an approach to the Baseline Risk
Assessment that caused the risks from the landfill to be
overstated. The risk assessment was developed in accordance
with the NCP and USEPA guidance, and clearly documents the
fact that the impacts occurring to the surrounding media
present unacceptable current and future risks to human
health and the environment. The guidance states that the
intent of determining a reasonable maximum exposure is to
estimate a conservative exposure case that is still within
the range of possible exposures to a receptor. This clearly
was the rationale used for exposure scenarios developed for
the Woodstock site. Additionally, guidance also requires
that land use projections, while potentially useful
information, are not to be relied upon as proof that a
certain land use will or will not occur.

Statements and positions contained under this heading,
such as reliance on institutional controls, have been
addressed in previous responses.

EPA INCORRECTLY REQUIRED WARZYN TO REMOVE ITS CONCLUSION
THAT ALTERNATIVE 4 WOULD PROVIDE PROTECTION OF HUMAN HEALTH
AND THE ENVIRONMENT.

In their comments in this section the PRPs conclude
that the landfill cover reconstruction, which is a
primary component of Alternative 4, would be adequately
protective of human health and the environment.

USEPA and IEPA have concluded that the proposed Alternative
4 cover reconstruction would not be adequately protective of
the environment. The National Contingency Plan directs that
alternatives shall be assessed to determine whether they can
adequately protect human health and the environment. As
stated in 40 CFR 300.430, overall protection of human health
and the environment draws on the agsessments of other
evaluation criteria, especially long-term effectiveness and
permanence, short term effectiveness, and compliance with
ARARs. The proposed Alternative 4 cover reconstruction does
not favorably satisfy the criteria of long term
effectiveness and compliance with ARARs for the following
reasons:

* Alternative 4 would not favorably satisfy the criterion
of long term effectiveness and permanence. In accordance
with the National Contingency Plan USEPA is required to
assess the alternatives for the long term effectiveness and
permanence they afford, along with the degree of certainty
that the alternative selected will prove successful. The
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NCP further directs that factors that must be considered
should include the magnitude of residual risk remaining from
untreated waste remaining at the conclusion of the remedial
action and the adequacy and reliability of controls. Under
this criterion USEPA is required to consider the mobility of
untreated waste remaining at the conclusion of the remedial
action and assess the potential need to replace technical
components of the alternative, such as the cap. Based on
information submitted by the PRPsg in the FS, USEPA concludes
that the Alternative 4 cover is not effective in reducing
the mobility of waste materials remaining at the conclusion
of the remedy. The potential for mobility. of wastes
remaining in the landfill is directly related to the amount
of leachate generated from infiltration. Based on modelling
in the FS, it is estimated that the Alternative 4 cover
would reduce infiltration to 1.82 inches/year from the
current estimated 6.9 inches per year. This is a 74%
reduction in leachate generation from infiltration. The
minimum cover required by current Illinois regulations would
reduce leachate generation by 93%, to approximately 0.51
inches per year. According to the FS, Alternative 4 would
result in approximately 1,929,840 gallons of leachate
generated per year from infiltration, compared to less than
700,000 gallons per year with the minimum cap required by
the current Illinois regulations. Therefore, the
Alternative 4 cover would result in the additional
generation of approximately 1.3 million gallons of leachate
per year compared the minimum cap required by the current
Illinois regulations. Because there are no other proposed
controls for leachate, such as a leachate collection system
or basal liner, USEPA believes that reducing leachate
formation to the maximum extent practicable is essential for
adequate protection of the environment.

When considering long term protection from residuals and the
possible need for replacement of technical components of the
remedy, the Alternative 4 cap would have an insufficient
thickness of final cover material to adequately protect the
low permeability barrier layer and that this would lead to
loss of effectiveness and possibly failure of the cap's
barrier layer over time. USEPA concludes that there is
sound technical information available which indicates that
the 6" of topsoil proposed on top of the low permeability
layer in Alternative 4 will not adequately protect that
layer from root penetration, freezing, and other mechanisms
that may damage the barrier layer or severely reduce ‘its
effectiveness. The frost depth in Northern Illinois exceeds
30", indicating that the Alternative 4 barrier layer would
be subject to potential frost damage, since it would only be
6" below the ground surface. USEPA does not believe that a
landfill vegetative cover type is available with suitable
characteristics, that could be established with a root zone
depth of less than 6". Therefore it is likely that
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Comment 80:

R onse:

Comment 81:

opportunistic deep rooted weed species will encroach onto
the landfill. USEPA is particularly concerned that the type
of damage to the barrier layer that is likely to occur from
root penetration or freezing could go undetected during the
periodic visual inspections of the landfill cover that will
be required under an operations and maintenance monitoring
program.

* The cap proposed in Alternative 4 would not attain
Applicable or Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARS)
under State environmental laws and therefore would not
satisfy the criterion of Compliance with ARARs. The cap
proposed in Alternative 4 would not meet the requirements in
35 IAC 811.314 for a landfill cover system because: 1) the
low permeability layer as proposed would be an insufficient
thickness; 2) the low permeability layer as proposed would
have too high a permeability; and 3) the final protective
cover layer over the low permeability layer have an
inadequate thickness.

The combination of institutional controls, natural
attenuation, and monitoring is the appropriate remedy to
address the contaminated groundwater.

The use of institutional controls to supplement engineering
controls is appropriate and will be a part of the remedy
chosen for the Woodstock Municipal landfill site. However,
regulations which govern the Superfund program, as found in
40 CFR 300.430(a) (1) (iii) (D), dictate that the use of
institutional controls shall not substitute for active
response measures (e.g., treatment and/or containment of
source material, restoration of groundwaters to their
beneficial uses) as the sole remedy unless such active
measures are determined not to be practicable, based on the
balancing of trade-offs among alternatives that is conducted
during the selection of the remedy. Consequently,
institutional controls cannot be relied on as the sole
remedy at the Woodstock Municipal Landfill site because
active remedial measures, such as groundwater extraction and
treatment, are practical to address groundwater
contamination at the site.

The zone of groundwater contamination is completely
beneath the landfill and the adjacent wetlands. The direct
effect of extracting groundwater from beneath the wetland,
will be the de-watering, and destruction of the wetland
environment. In addition, implementation of a groundwater
extraction system would require construction activities to
occur in the wetlands.
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Implementation of any groundwater extraction, treatment or
control system requires close monitoring of many aspects
that could potentially be impacted by the system. For the
Woodstock Municipal Landfill site, aspects that must be
monitored include, but are not limited to, horizontal and
vertical influence of dewatering, impact on the wetland
water levels, limiting potential extraction of additional
leachate from the landfill, flow rates, and the ability to
reduce and capture contaminants.

USEPA and IEPA have previously agreed with that a pilot
study would be appropriate to determine the effect on these
specific conditions and allow calibration of the system to
limit adverse impacts and maximize treatment efficiency.

In addition to fine tuning the groundwater extraction
system, there are a number of viable options which could be
used if necessary to prevent dewatering of the wetlands.

For example, recharging treated water back into the
groundwater by injection wells could limit the potential for
dewatering the wetland and could create an artificial
barrier control condition between the system and the
landfill if the system is determined to be drawing leachate
from the landfill.

Groundwater extraction is likely to be ineffective in
reducing vinyl chloride concentrations in the aquifer beyond
the rate which is already occurring by natural attenuation
and biodegradation.

USEPA believes that without obtaining further information
through a pilot study extraction and treatment system,
reliable conclusions about the lack of effectiveness of such
a system, cannot be made.

Since the flow regime appears to be easily confined and the
discharge location is known, installation of a groundwater
control system is an appropriate response.

ALTERNATIVE 4 DOES COMPLY WITH THE ARARs FOR THE WOODSTOCK
LANDFILL.

It is contrary to law for the PRPs to assume the
responsibility of identifying ARARs for a site. The NCP
clearly states that lead (USEPA) and support (IEPA) agencies
identify ARARS related to specific actions for a site. The
lead and support agencies may also, as appropriate, identify
other pertinent advisories, criteria, or guidance. 1In
regards to the Woodstock site, the Agencies have clearly
stated that the ARAR in regards to a cap is IAC 811.
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It is important to note that the 811 rules were implemented
to reduce the amount of leachate generated, reduce the
amount of leachate available for escape, reduce leachate
contact time, ensure quality control over liner
construction, and improve monitoring and response
requirements. Because leachate controls such as a leachate
collection system or basal liner are not being specified in
this Record of Decision, controlling leachate and adequate
protection of the environment depend entirely on an
effective cap. The necessity to satisfy the evaluation
criteria and the above rationale most clearly require that
811 be identified as an ARAR.

The final cover requirement of Section 807.305 is the ARAR
applied to the similar Tri-County/Elgin Landfills located
in Elgin, Illinois.

This statement is incorrect. The final cover requirement as
stated in the Record of Decision for the Tri-County/Elgin
Landfill is "Construction of a landfill cover (cap) in
compliance with Title 35, Illinois Solid and Special Waste
Management Regulations, 807.305 and RCRA Subtitle D cover
requirements. The FS did contain a "D" type cap in
Alternatives 8 and 9.

It is alsoc important to note that conditions differ
between the Tri-County/Elgin landfills and the Woodstock
Municipal landfill site. At the Woodstock Municipal
Landfill site the current Illinois Solid Waste Cover
regulation, 35 TAC 811.314, more fully matches the site, and
must be followed for adequate protection of the environment.

There are a variety of other leachate control mechanisms
that are being applied to the Tri-County/Elgin Landfills
Site that are not specified in the Record of Decision for
the Woodstock Municipal Landfill Site. It is important to
note that due to many site specific conditions at the Tri-
County/Elgin Landfills, the remedial solution includes
groundwater collection, treatment, and disposal, and
landfill gas collection and flaring. In addition, at the
Tri-County/Elgin Landfill, a confining silty-clay layer
under the site acts in combination with the horizontal
groundwater control system as a landfill liner.

A landfill cover system, by itself, can not be considered
out-of context, that is, without the additional combination
of remedial actions, as a sole remedial solution to a site.
The final remedial action on a site is typically a host of
controlling aspects that work together toward a single goal
of reducing the risk of exposure. The combination and -
interaction of several remedial aspects becomes a
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synergistic relationship that as a whole is considered the
solution to the site.

The primary concern at a landfill is controlling leachate
generation and migration. This control can occur at the
landfill cover, with leachate extraction, or through
groundwater flow control. It is not appropriate to simply
compare the recommended landfill cover systems without
comparing the site specific geclogic, hydrogeologic and
other aspects of the remedial package.

USEPA's Region V selected natural attenuation, along

with monitoring and institutional controls, as the remedy
for groundwater contamination at the Oak Grove Sanitary
Landfill, located in Anoka County, Minnesota.

The decision to select natural attenuation as one part of
the remedial activities at the Oak Grove Sanitary Landfill
in Anocka County, Minnesota was based on several factors such
as difficulty in capturing the plume and cost effectiveness,
At the Woodstock site, groundwater treatment is practical
and cost effective.

It is crucial to emphasize that the rationale for applying
natural attenuation at the Oak Grove site has several key
elements that differ from the PRPs preference for
Alternative 4 at the Woodstock Municipal Landfill. The key
elements that differ are as follows:

* Active groundwater remediation was preferred and will be
considered short of the five year review period. 1In the
Consent Decree for the Oak Grove site, it was stated that
further review of the natural attenuation remedy will be
conducted after completion of the cover system and
completion of the monitoring network.

* Alternate control mechanisms are being used at the Qak
Grove site including a 60 mil membrane layer which is
expected to halt further leachate generation.

* Aquifer conditions differ significantly, including
horizontal extent of contamination,



